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ABSTRACT
Purpose – Consumer demand for Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products (CLBP) has
grown rapidly over the last decades. The increased volume of counterfeits makes
investigating the counterfeiting phenomenon evermore significant. Therefore, the
purpose of this study is to examine consumer motives for purchasing and using CLBP
as well as consumer responses to counterfeits and genuine luxury brands. In particular,
this study examines i) whether Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) dimensions,
Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) factors motivate
consumption of CLBP, ii) whether CLBP ownership generates loyalty to counterfeit
products, and iii) whether CLBP ownership influences the CBBE of genuine luxury
brands.
Design/methodology/approach – This study surveys a sample of 244 students. The
participants complete a pen-and-paper questionnaire that is designed by adapting
established scales to the current research context. The survey is conducted in approved
classes at the University of Wollongong (UOW). The collected survey data are
manually entered into SPSS version 19. The research hypotheses are tested using
multiple regression analysis and one-way ANOVA.
Findings – In relation to motives for CLBP consumption, three of the seven
independent variables are significantly related to CLBP consumption: brand
awareness/association of genuine luxury brands, attitudes toward CLBP, and perceived
behavioural control. The results also indicate that CLBP owners demonstrate the four
key characteristics of loyalty to CLBP. That is, compared to non-owners, CLBP owners
display more favourable attitudes toward CLBP, stronger intentions to consume CLBP,
a willingness to pay higher prices for CLBP, and a higher overall possession of CLBP.
Regarding consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands, the results indicate there is
no significant difference between CLBP owners and non-owners.
Research limitations – The recruitment of university students from one geographical
area was justifiable for this investigation. However, the sample selection may limit the
extent to which the results can be generalised to other populations. Furthermore, this
study focused on the effects of Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993) CBBE dimensions
ii

on counterfeit consumption. Some researchers may view the focus on those brand
dimensions as a limitation.
Implications – The results of the study hold important implications for marketing
theory and practice. For theory, the results demonstrate that the TPB issues (i.e.
attitudes toward counterfeits, perceived behavioural control) and brand issues (i.e. brand
awareness/association of genuine luxury brands) are critical to understanding consumer
motives for counterfeit consumption. Also, the effects of CLBP ownership on
consumers’ future consumption of CLBP can be understood from a consumer loyalty
perspective. Furthermore, the research indicates that counterfeits may not harm
perceptions of genuine luxury brands. For marketing practice, the research helps brand
owners and policy makers to better understand consumer motives for CLBP
consumption. The results may help to inform anti-counterfeiting strategies. However,
given that CLBP consumption does not appear to harm perceptions of genuine brands,
brand owners need only deter CLBP consumption for ethical or legal reasons.
Originality/value – This study is one of only a few studies which investigate CLBP
consumption from a brand aspect. Insights into whether CLBP ownership generates
consumer loyalty to counterfeits, and whether CLBP ownership alters consumer
perceptions of genuine luxury brands, provide a strong knowledge base for further
understanding the effects of counterfeit consumption from consumer and business
perspectives.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Introduction
The demand for counterfeits, especially for Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
(CLBP), has grown rapidly since the 1970s (Phau et al., 2009). The International
Chamber of Commerce (ICC) reports that the practice of counterfeiting of luxury brands
and other consumer goods caused more than 200 billion US dollars worth of global
losses in 1996 (Nill and Shultz, 1996). In 2004, counterfeit trade was estimated to be
500 billion US dollars globally, accouting for seven percent of world trade (Balfour,
2005). By 2013, the market volume of counterfeiting reached 600 billion US dollars
(Elings et al., 2013). According to the Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition (ACC),
counterfeits lead to more than 750,000 job losses annually in the United States (Cook
and Writer, 2006). Furthermore, it is estimated that in 2013 the multinational owners of
genuine brands collectively lost 10 percent of their top-line revenue to counterfeits (The
National Bureau of Asian Research, 2013).

The counterfeiting phenomenon has attracted the attention of a number of researchers.
The field of research on counterfeits can be categorized into three main strands (Hieke,
2010; Huang, 2009). The first strand focuses on investigating the determinants of
counterfeit consumption in order to develop a better understanding of consumer motives
for purchasing and using CLBP (e.g. Penz and Stöttinger, 2005; Phau and Teah, 2009).
Past studies mainly focus on aspects such as product attributes (Eisend and SchuchertGüler, 2006; Wee et al., 1995), demographic variables (Bian and Veloutsou, 2007; Wee
et al., 1995), personal and social factors (Ang et al., 2001; Phau and Teah, 2009), and
ethical/legal concerns (Cordell et al., 1996; Peace et al., 2003). However, the existing
literature on consumer motives does not fully explain consumption of CLBP, as some
areas are still under-explored and disputed.

The second research strand focuses on the effects of counterfeit consumption on
consumers’ future consumption of counterfeits, including consumer perceptions of and
attitudes toward counterfeits (e.g. Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000; Wang et al., 2005).
Previous research has examined the impacts of counterfeit ownership on CLBP-related
perceptions (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000), attitudes (Ang et al., 2001), and image (Bian
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and Moutinho, 2011b). Such studies offer insights by comparing the attitudinal
differences of counterfeit owners and non-owners. However, a broader understanding of
the impacts of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP is warranted.
The third strand of research assesses the impacts of counterfeits on genuine luxury
brands (e.g. Bian and Moutinho, 2011b; Gabrielli et al., 2012). The existing literature
has discussed the effects of counterfeit ownership on perceptions of genuine luxury
brands in terms of attitudinal evaluation (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000), brand awareness
(Barnett, 2005), and image (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b). However, few researchers
have investigated the impacts of counterfeit ownership on the Consumer-Based Brand
Equity (CBBE) of genuine luxury brands. Given that CBBE principally represents the
value of genuine luxury brands (Farquhar, 1990), examining the effects of counterfeit
ownership on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands is also necessary.
Notwithstanding the existing literature’s contribution to our understanding of the
counterfeiting phenomenon, several information gaps that necessitate further
investigation exist. For instance, research is needed to examine under-explored and
disputed aspects of consumer motives, such as CBBE, Price Consciousness, and the
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (detailed in Sections 2.3 and 2.4). Further research
is also needed to more fully examine the impacts of counterfeit consumption on
consumer loyalty to CLBP, including future consumption intentions. Furthermore,
whether the CBBE of genuine luxury brands is affected by counterfeit ownership is still
uncertain. Therefore, research is also needed to investigate the effects of counterfeit
ownership on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands.

1.2 Research Problem and Questions
The situation overview provided in Section 1.1 identifies aspects of the counterfeiting
phenomenon that require further investigation. In particular, a better understanding of
motives for consuming CLBP is still needed. Furthermore, the effects of counterfeit
ownership on consumers’ future consumption of CLBP, as well as on consumer
perceptions of genuine luxury brands, are under-explored. Accordingly, this study poses
the overall research problem of:
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What motivates consumers to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products and what are the counterfeit owners’ responses to counterfeits and
genuine luxury brands?

This research problem comprises three underlying research questions, which will be
discussed below.

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions,
Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors motivate
consumers to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?

As suggested earlier (Section 1.1), the motives for consuming CLBP are not fully
understood. In particular, research is needed to examine various under-explored and
disputed aspects, such as CBBE, Price Consciousness, and the dimensions of the TPB
(as Sections 2.3 and 2.4 will discuss). Therefore, this study examines the role of CBBE
dimensions (brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand awareness/association), Price
Consciousness, and TPB factors (attitudes toward CLBP, subjective norm, and
perceived behavioural control) in motivating consumers to purchase and use CLBP. A
total of seven relationships between the independent variables and counterfeit
consumption are hypothesized for Research Question 1 (Section 2.5.1), and these
relationships are tested using multiple regression analysis (detailed in 3.4).

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products generate loyalty to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?

The review of existing literature also suggests that further research should examine the
impacts of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP. Subsequently, this
research examines consumer loyalty to CLBP in terms of four key characteristics: a
favourable attitude toward CLBP, repeat CLBP purchase behaviour, willingness to pay
a high price for CLBP, and a high overall possession of CLBP. The four characteristics
are adapted from the literature on genuine brand products (e.g., Gremler and Brown,
1999; Keller, 1998; Oliver, 1997; 1999; Quester and Neal, 2007; Solomon et al., 2010).
Overall, a total of four hypotheses for Research Question 2 are proposed (Section 2.5.2)
3

then tested using one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and frequency analysis
(Section 3.4).

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products affect the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?

Furthermore, the review of extant research on the counterfeiting phenomenon suggests
that researchers should investigate the impacts of counterfeit ownership on the CBBE of
genuine luxury brands. Therefore, this study examines whether the CBBE of genuine
luxury brands is altered by counterfeit ownership. For Research Question 3, this study
compares consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands (brand loyalty, perceived
quality, and brand awareness/association) between counterfeit owners and non-owners
(detailed in Section 2.5.3) using one-way ANOVA (detailed in Section 3.4).

Table 1.1 summaries the above mentioned research questions and methods. Preemptively, Table 1.1 also indicates the conclusions and contributions that will emerge
from performing the study. The following sections of this thesis subsequently describe
and justify the work in detail.
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Table 1.1 Summary of Research Questions, Methods, Conclusions and Contributions
Method

Key Conclusions

Key Contributions

Research Question 1: Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions, Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors motivate consumers
to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
Tests the relationships between the
independent variables and consumption
of CLBP.

Purchase likelihood is higher when consumers have:
 less familiarity and association with the genuine
luxury brand,
 a more favourable attitude toward CLBP, and
 a greater perception of the availability of CLBP.

Extends the existing counterfeit consumption
knowledge by examining the role of CBBE
dimensions, Price Consciousness, and TPB factors
in motivating consumers to purchase and use CLBP.
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Research Question 2: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products generate loyalty to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
i) Compares the attitudes toward,
behavioural intentions toward, and
acceptable price level for CLBP between
counterfeit owners and non-owners.
ii) Investigates the number and types of
CLBP consumed by individuals.

Counterfeit ownership appears to generate loyalty to
counterfeits as it is associated with increases in:
 attitudinal favourability toward counterfeits,
 likelihood to consume counterfeits,
 willingness to pay high prices for counterfeits, and
 overall possession of counterfeits.

Further explores the impacts of counterfeit
ownership on consumers’ future consumption of
CLBP by revealing that counterfeit ownership
generates loyalty to CLBP.

Research Question 3: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products affect the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?
Compares the CBBE dimensions of
genuine luxury brands between
counterfeit owners and non-owners.

Counterfeit owners and non-owners have no difference
in their perceptions of genuine luxury brands.

Provides evidence that counterfeit ownership does
not diminish the CBBE of genuine luxury brands
from a perception perspective.

1.3 Justification for the Research
The investigation of CLBP is justifiable from both theoretical and practical perspectives.
In terms of theory, this study clarifies under-explored and disputed aspects of
counterfeit consumption, and contributes to developing a deeper understanding of
consumer motives for purchasing and using CLBP. Specifically, previous studies have
examined counterfeit consumption in terms of product attributes, demographic variables,
personal and social factors, and ethical/legal concerns. However, this study extends the
literature by examining the roles of CBBE dimensions, Price Consciousness, and TPB
factors in CLBP consumption. By examining CBBE dimensions and the TPB within the
context of CLBP, the current study also advances the methods of examining consumer
motives to purchase and use CLBP.

Furthermore, this study represents a deeper examination of the effects of counterfeit
ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP. Previous studies have examined whether
counterfeit ownership alters CLBP-related perceptions (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000),
attitudes (Ang et al., 2001), and image (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b). However, the
question of whether counterfeit ownership generates consumer loyalty to CLBP is not
answered by existing research. This study addresses the literature gap by examining the
impact of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP and, thus, contributes to
understanding of consumer loyalty in this domain.

Additionally, this study contributes to understanding whether or not consumption of
CLBP affects consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands. As proposed by Dubois
and Duquesne (1993), the symbolic meaning of a genuine luxury brand is frequently
valued more than the product itself. Therefore, assessing the impact of counterfeit
consumption on the symbolic meaning of genuine luxury brands (CBBE in this study)
would provide an indicator of whether genuine luxury brands are harmed by
counterfeits. However, such research is scarce, and a conclusion about whether or not
counterfeit ownership alters consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands is lacking.
By examining the effects of counterfeit ownership on the CBBE of genuine luxury
brands, this study provides evidence that helps to resolve a further gap in the literature.
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This study is also justifiable on practical grounds. Consumer demand for CLBP is
increasing rapidly, with the global value estimated to have grown by 1,100% between
1984 and 1994 (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b). Subsequently, counterfeiting is a major
issue with which brand owners and policy makers have to deal. Performing research
that helps to develop a deeper understanding of the motives for CLBP consumption
(Research Question 1 of this thesis) has the practical application of helping brand
owners and policy makers to understand counterfeit consumption. Likewise, a richer
understanding of consumer loyalty to CLBP (Research Question 2 of this thesis) may
enable policy makers to predict future CLBP consumption. Furthermore, examining the
impact of CLBP consumption on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands (Research
Question 3 of this thesis) will provide practical insights about whether or not CLBP
harm consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands.

1.4 Methodology
This study employed a positivist, quantitative research approach. As Section 3.2 will
discuss, the research seeks to explain and predict behaviours or phenomena through
objective measurement and quantitative analysis (Doyle et al., 2009; Firestone, 1987;
Hudson and Ozanne, 1988). After comparing various survey methods, a face-to-face
survey with a pen-and-paper questionnaire was implemented. This technique has
various merits, such as speedy implementation, low cost, and high response rate (Aaker
et al. 2007; Malhotra 2010; Sekaran and Bougie 2009). Also, the selected method suits
the time and resources available to this study. The questionnaire was designed by
adapting established scales to the current research context.

This study was conducted at the University of Wollongong (UOW). A convenience
sample of 244 students was recruited. The selection of a student sample is justifiable for
this study, as Section 3.3.1 will discuss. In particular, the age of university students (1825 years old) falls into the proposed population of interest of this study - Young Adult
Shoppers. Furthermore, university students are identified as a group that is highly likely
to purchase counterfeits (Phau et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2005; Wilcox et al., 2009).
Participants were recruited in approved classes at the UOW campus, with participation
7

being on an anonymous and voluntary basis. The collected data were manually entered
into SPSS version 19 so that an electronic version of the data was generated for the
purpose of further analysis (Section 3.3.3).

Data Analysis
Analysis of survey data involved several methods, including frequency analysis,
reliability analysis, multiple regression analysis, and one-way ANOVA (Section 3.4).
Specifically, frequency analysis was conducted to determine the counterfeit ownership
status of the research participants. Reliability analysis was performed to test the internal
consistency of the measurement scales (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Sekaran and
Bougie, 2009). Multiple regression analysis was utilized in Research Question 1 to test
the relationship between multiple independent variables (brand loyalty, perceived
quality, brand awareness/association, Price Consciousness, attitudes toward CLBP,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control) and consumption of CLBP. Oneway ANOVA was adopted in Research Question 2 and Research Question 3 to compare
counterfeit owners and non-owners in terms of loyalty to CLBP and perceptions of
genuine luxury brands.

1.5 Thesis Structure
This thesis consists of five chapters, as summarized in Figure 1.1. The structure follows
the recommendations of Perry (1994). Chapter 1 introduces and justifies the research
that was conducted. Chapter 2 presents a review of extant literature on branding
(Section 2.2), the phenomenon of CLBP (Section 2.3), and consumption of CLBP
(Section 2.4). The concluding section of Chapter 2 subsequently draws on the
information gaps and limitations to clarify this thesis’ research problem and three
research questions (Section 2.5).

Chapter 3 describes and justifies the overall research design. Section 3.2 identifies that
the pen-and-paper questionnaire is the appropriate approach through which to collect
the required quantitative data. Section 3.3 describes and justifies the participants, the
measurement scales, and the survey administration process. Section 3.4 then presents
8

and details the selected data analysis techniques. The final section of the chapter,
Section 3.5, describes the steps that are taken to protect participants’ interests and the
ethical considerations of the survey.

Chapter 1: Introduction
Introduces the background of the research area and justifies the research that
was conducted

Chapter 2: Literature Review
Builds the theoretical foundations of the investigation

Chapter 3: Methodology
Describes the overall quantitative investigation that was performed

Chapter 4: Results
Presents the data analysis results

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion
Presents conclusions for each research question as well as provides theoretical
and practical implications
Figure 1.1 Thesis Structure

Chapter 4 presents the data analysis results. Initially, the results of the background
analyses, including frequency analysis of counterfeit ownership status and reliability
analysis of measurement scales, are provided (Section 4.2). The next section presents
the results for each research question (Section 4.3). The final section summarises and
concludes the results of hypotheses (Section 4.4).

The final thesis chapter, Chapter 5, discusses the research findings. This includes
discussing the conclusions drawn from each research question (Section 5.2) as well as
the implications of the findings for marketing theory and practice (Section 5.3). Chapter
5 also discusses the limitations of the study (Section 5.4) and the directions for further
research (Section 5.5).
9

1.6 Key Concepts and Constructs
The 10 concepts and constructs that are central to this thesis are identified and briefly
defined below. Chapter 2, the Literature Review, will discuss each of these in greater
detail.
Attitude: an individual’s feelings of favourableness or unfavourableness toward a
particular behaviour (Chang, 1998; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).

Brand awareness/association: the ability of consumers to recognize, recall or associate
with a brand (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993).

Brand loyalty: a measure of the attachment that a consumer has to a brand (Aaker,
1991).

Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE): the value consumers associate with a brand
(Aaker, 1991), comprising the three components of brand loyalty, perceived quality and
brand awareness/association (Yoo and Donthu, 2000).

Counterfeits: products bearing a trademark that is identical to, or indistinguishable from,
a trademark registered to another party and which infringes the rights of the holder of
the trademark (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b).
Perceived behavioural control: an individual’s perceptions of how easy or difficult it is
to commit a particular behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).
Perceived quality: a consumers’ judgement about the overall excellence or superiority
of a product or service (Aaker, 1991).
Price consciousness: a person’s concern about maximizing value for money and paying
lower prices subject to quality constraints (Lichtenstein et al., 1990).

10

Subjective norm: an individual’s perception of social pressure in relation to a given
behaviour and their subsequent tendency to comply with the expectations of others
(Bearden et al., 1989; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975).

Theory of Planned Behavioural (TPB): theory which posits that behaviour is determined
by the intentions of the behaviour while behavioural intentions are predicted by three
factors: attitude toward the behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural
control (Ajzen, 1991).

1.7 Delimitations
The findings of this thesis should be considered relative to three delimitations that
establish the scope, or boundaries, of the research.

First, the research was conducted in one country, Australia. The selection of Australia as
the country under study was a pragmatic decision: the researcher was located in
Australia and did not have the resources to conduct the research in alternate countries.
Culture and nationality can influence consumer beliefs and values (Bian and Veloutsou,
2007; Wee et al., 1995). Thus, readers may need to consider potential cultural
influences.

Second, this study extended the literature by examining the role of Aaker’s (1991) and
Kellers’ (1993) CBBE dimensions in determining counterfeit consumption. However,
some other brand factors, such as brand performance (Lassar et al., 1995), brand
saliency, brand personality (Blackston, 1995), and brand meaning (Berry, 2000), were
not included in this study. Some researchers may view this study’s focus on Aaker’s
(1991) and Keller’s (1993) CBBE dimensions as a delimitation.

Thirdly, this study only focused on counterfeits of luxury brands rather than non-luxury
brands. Therefore, the results of this study may not be able to be generalized to nonluxury counterfeit instances. Nevertheless, the selection of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products is justifiable. Specifically, counterfeits of luxury brands are most desired by
consumers among all the forms of counterfeits (Phau et al., 2009; Wilcox et al., 2009).
11

Moreover, genuine luxury brands usually evoke more Consumer-Based Brand Equity
than non-luxury brands, as luxury brands are principally associable with exclusive
brand image and superior brand equity (Phau and Prendergast, 2000; Gabrielli et al.,
2012). Thus the investigation on Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products can provide
more valuable insights on understanding counterfeiting phenomenon than non-luxury
counterfeits from a brand aspect.”

1.8 Conclusion
The current chapter established the foundations of the study. This Chapter introduced
the research problem and questions (Section 1.2) and justified the research (Section 1.3).
The chapter also introduced the methodology (Section 1.4) before outlining the thesis
structure (Section 1.5) and the limitations of the study (Section 1.6). From this
foundation, the following chapter presents a detailed review of the relevant literature
(Chapter 2).
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
Chapter 2 focuses on building the theoretical foundations of this investigation (Figure
2.1). Initially, the literature review addresses the importance of branding, luxury brands
and the concept of CBBE (Section 2.2). Attention is then directed to the counterfeiting
phenomenon in order to discuss its nature, market volume, and impacts on business and
on consumers (Section 2.3). This chapter proceeds with a discussion of CLBP
consumption that examines multiple perspectives from the literature (Section 2.4). The
concluding section of the literature review proposes research directions based on
identified knowledge gaps and limitations of previous research (Section 2.5).

Section 2.2: Branding
The importance of branding, luxury brands, and CBBE

Section 2.3: Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
The nature, market volume, and impacts of CLBPs

Section 2.4: Consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
Consumption of CLBPs from multiple perspectives (i.e. product attributes,
demographic variables, personal and social factors)

Section 2.5: Directions for Research
Research directions based on identified knowledge gaps and limitations

Figure 2.1 Structure of Chapter 2: Literature Review
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2.2 Branding
2.2.1 Importance of Branding
There are various definitions of branding (Stern, 2006). Based on Coomber (2002) and
Mallik (2009), branding today refers to the set of ideas, products, services, logos,
advertising, and overall marketing efforts that are used to communicate and position an
entity’s offering. Additionally, a brand is defined as a distinguishing name and/or
symbol that differentiate one’s goods or services from those of competitors (Ghodeswar,
2008). The history of branding practices can be traced back thousands of years
(Eckhardt and Bengtsson, 2010). For instrance, archaeological evidence shows that
product seals, a branding system used in the urban revolution in the fourth century BC,
were used to mark quality, authenticity and ownership of products (Wengrow, 2008).
These characteristics are still evident in modern brands. As the identification function is
taken as the initial purpose of using brands, it is therefore utilized by corporations as an
important tool in building trust, deepening the conversation with customers (Mallik,
2009), and differentiation (Bouhlel et al., 2011; Vrontis, 1998).

Brands are usually regarded as the most valuable intangible assets of business, and are
therefore carefully developed and nurtured over time (Green and Smith, 2002).
According to Czinkota et al. (2011), the distinctive characteristic of a brand is a key
strength that helps an organization to stand out from the crowd. A successful brand also
enjoys considerable trust among consumers (Berry, 2000; Green and Smith, 2002),
which greatly reduces or eliminates a buyer’s perceived risk and increases the likelihood
of being selected by consumers (Swait and Erdem, 2007). The power of a brand to
reduce perceived risk becomes increasingly important for corporations during times of
recession or crisis (Pennings et al., 2002). Overall, brands provide the foundations for
building trust-based relationships with customers.

In addition to being important for business, brands are important for consumers
(Mudambi, 2002). Consumers also benefit from being able to readily distinguish
between brands (Czinkota et al., 2011) and from the reduced risk in purchase decisions
(Berry, 2000; Pennings et al., 2002). However, brands also offer intangible benefits for
consumers, such as symbolic meaning, gender meaning and authenticity which aid in
establishing personality or identity (McCracken, 1988). As revealed by Fennis and
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Pruyn (2007), the personality traits of a brand can be transferred to consumers via a
process of impression formation. Therefore, brands are important in assisting consumers
to form and express their personalities (Aaker, 1991).

2.2.2 Luxury-Branded Products
Luxury-branded products are goods for which the mere use or display of the product
brings the owner prestige (Grossman and Shapiro, 1988b). These prestigious products
are typically high quality with a high selling price. Luxury brands enable consumers to
satisfy psychological and functional needs (Vigneron and Johnson, 1999). However, the
psychological benefits are the main factor distinguishing luxury from non-luxury
products (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Competition for luxury brands is based on their
ability to evoke exclusivity, brand identity, and brand equity from the consumer
perspective (Phau and Prendergast, 2000). Despite the recent economic recession, the
demand for luxury-branded products worldwide is still relatively strong compared to
non- luxury branded products as consumers are willing to pay more to receive the
benefits associated with luxury-branded products (Jung and Shen, 2011).

The success of a luxury brand brings tangible and intangible benefits for the business
that owns the brand. For instance, a successful luxury brand enables its owner to gain
higher profit margins. It is claimed that, for certain luxury brands, the ratio of
functionality to price might be relatively low (Nueno and Quelch, 1998), and luxury
brands principally communicate with consumers via the symbolic meaning, rather than
via the function of the product itself (Dubois and Duquesne, 1993). As a consequence,
the prices charged for luxury-branded products are substantially higher than their real
physical value, with consumers being willing to pay that premium (Miller and Mills,
2012). Furthermore, a successful luxury brand helps the relevant business to build an
identity that is rich with symbolic meaning, prestige (Jung and Shen, 2011), and
perceived exclusivity (Chevalier and Mazzalovo, 2012).

The superior quality of luxury brands is a key factor in consumer demand (Nia and
Zaichkowsky, 2000; Quelch, 1987; Tsai, 2005). There exists a segment of consumers
who are highly concerned about product quality and are willing to purchase luxurybranded products for the perceived excellence in quality and performance (Hafstrom et
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al., 1992). In some instances, superior quality is considered to be more important than
the conspicuousness of the brand (Gentry et al., 2001). Miquel et al. (2002) similarly
identified that consumers are inclined to purchase a luxury over a non-luxury branded
product when they believe the products differ in terms of quality.

While quality is the primary concern for some consumers, others purchase luxurybranded products for the symbolic meaning. For such consumers, the luxury brands and
their images are more important than the intrinsic functions of the products (Dubois and
Paternault, 1995; Vigneron and Johnson, 2004). From an interpersonal perspective,
consumers may see the ownership of luxury-branded products as a way of gaining
social approval and acceptance within certain groups (Bushman, 1993; Huang, 2009).
Consumers may also use luxury-branded products as a form of expression through
which they convey the uniqueness of the brand while demanding the recognition and
admiration that accompanies the brand (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000; Tsai, 2005).

Consumers may also be drawn to luxury brands as way of improving their self-esteem
or self-fulfillment (Silverstein and Fiske, 2003). Some consumers choose luxurybranded products in order to acquire personally affective and symbolic benefits (Wong
and Ahuvia, 1998). For instance, rather than seeking the interpersonal benefits of
pleasing their social group, consumers with a strong personal orientation may have
personal hedonistic purchase motives (Vigneron and Johnson, 1999). Such self-directed
pleasure is found to be a statistically significant factor in the purchase of luxury brnads
across various consumer segments (Kucukemiroglu, 1999).

2.2.3 Consumer-Based Brand Equity
The value of a brand, especially a luxury brand, is largely reflected by its ConsumerBased Brand Equity (CBBE) (Farquhar, 1990; Leone et al., 2006). Consumer-Based
Brand Equity is commonly used interchangeably with Customer-Based Brand Equity:
where some researchers refer to ‘Customers’ (e.g., Fayrene Y.L. and Lee, 2011; Keller,
1993; Kim et al., 2003; Lassar et al., 1995), others refer to ‘Consumers’ (e.g.,
Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010; Jung and Sung, 2008; Yoo and Donthu,
2001). Aaker (1991) defines CBBE as the value consumers associate with a brand. The
author identifies five dimensions of CBBE: brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand
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awareness, brand association, and other proprietary assets. Keller (1993) links CBBE
with incremental value as a result of brand knowledge, and emphasizes the two
important components: brand awareness and brand image (association). Building on the
work of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993), Yoo and Donthu (2001, p.2) refer to CBBE as
“cognitive and behavioural brand equity at the individual consumer level”. When
measuring CBBE, Yoo and Donthu (2001) retain two dimensions (i.e., brand loyalty
and perceived quality), combine brand awareness and brand association as one
dimension (i.e., brand awareness/association), and exclude the “other proprietary assets”.
Thus, they refine the work of Aaker (1991) and Keller (1993) to delineate three
dimensions of CBBE: brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand
awareness/association – as described below.

Brand Loyalty
Brand loyalty is defined as “a measure of the attachment that a customer has to a brand”
(Aaker, 1991, p.39). Brand loyalty includes behavioural loyalty and attitudinal loyalty
(Back and Parks, 2003; Keller, 1998). Behavioural loyalty is demonstrated through
repeat purchase behaviour (Keller, 1998), a high level of overall possession (Gremler
and Brown, 1999; Quester and Neal, 2007), and willingness to pay a high price (Oliver,
1997;1999). In contrast, attitudinal loyalty involves holding favourable attitudes toward
a brand (Solomon et al., 2010) and the tendency to consider the brand as their first or
only purchase choice (Beatty and Kahle, 1988; Mohammad, 2012; Oliver, 1999; Yoo
and Donthu, 2001).

Perceived Quality
Perceived quality is defined as consumers’ judgement about the overall excellence or
superiority of a product or service (Aaker, 1991). It is formed by consumer perceptions
of the overall quality of a product or service (Olson, 1972; Oude Ophuis and Van Trijp,
1995; Zeithaml, 1988). As it is claimed that high price usually leads to the perception of
high quality (Aaker, 1991; Dick et al., 1997; Groth and McDaniel, 1993), luxurybranded products are usually perceived to be of high quality.
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Brand Awareness/Association
The concepts of brand awareness and brand association are closely correlated where
brand awareness is the ability of consumers to recognize or recall a brand, and brand
association refers to the set of memories or “things” that consumers associate with a
brand (Aaker, 1991; Keller, 1993).

The effects of the three CBBE dimensions on consumer purchase intentions have been
examined relative to genuine luxury-branded products. Brands with higher equity
generate significantly greater brand preference and purchase intentions (Cobb-Walgren
et al., 1995; Lekprayura, 2012). Customer loyalty, perceived quality, and brand
awareness are all found to have significant influences on purchase intentions and brand
profitability, even though they affect profitability to varying degrees (Yaseen et al.,
2011). Specifically, brand loyalty is positively related to purchase intentions and future
profits of luxury brands (Jung and Sung, 2008). Perceived quality is found to have a
significant influence on consumer intentions to purchase luxury-branded products
(Gotlieb and Sarel, 1991). Furthermore, it is claimed that strong brand awareness
increases the likelihood of that brand being purchased (Baker et al., 1986; Nedungadi,
1990), especially in a low involvement environment (Jacoby et al., 1977). Additionally,
brand preference and purchase intentions are found to be significantly influenced by
brand association (Chen et al., 2012; O’Cass and Lim, 2001).

2.3 Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
2.3.1 Overview of the Counterfeit Market
As a result of the increase in world trade, technology advancements, and the number of
famous luxury brands, the market for counterfeits is growing rapidly (Alcock et al.,
2003; Bloch et al., 1993). Counterfeit, or pirated products “are those bearing a
trademark that is identical to, or indistinguishable from, a trademark registered to
another party and infringe the rights of the holder of the trademark” (Bian and
Moutinho, 2011b, p.379). Counterfeiting has grown significantly from the 1970s, when
a large quantity of counterfeit jeans bearing the trademark logo and label of Levi’s were
produced in South East Asia and distributed throughout Western Europe (Phau et al.,
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2009). Since then, counterfeits have flooded the world market and have increased at a
high rate in the past few decades (Phau and Teah, 2009). The value of counterfeits in the
global market was estimated to have grown by 1,100 percent between 1984 and 1994,
and accounted for seven percent of the world trade in 2004 (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b).
The value of the global counterfeit market has reached 1 trillion US dollars in 2010
(Sahin and Atilgan, 2011). Furthermore, counterfeiting is argued to be responsible for
200 billion US dollars in lost jobs, unpaid taxes and lost sales yearly in United States
(Furnham and Valgeirsson, 2007).

The counterfeiting phenomenon is flourishing in developing countries, especially Asian
countries such as the People’s Republic of China, Indonesia, and the Philippines (Sahin
and Atilgan, 2011). Counterfeiting in China has reached such high levels that 20 percent
of goods sold in the Chinese market are counterfeits (Phau and Teah, 2009). Korea
produces the highest volume of Louis Vuitton counterfeits in the world (Rames, 1996).
The counterfeiting trade in Turkey has reached 3 billion US dollars, making it the
second largest counterfeit market (Sahin and Atilgan, 2011). Additionally,
counterfeiting has become a global phenomenon, spreading to Eastern Europe, North
America, and Australia (Chemcham and Mutterperl, 2008; Penz et al., 2009).

The most rampant form of counterfeit is Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products (CLBP),
which involves the manufacture of replicas of famous luxury-branded products that are
then sold to consumers at relatively low prices (Phau et al., 2009; Wilcox et al., 2009).
This form of counterfeiting typically includes clothes, handbags, wallets and watches
(Grossman and Shapiro, 1988a; Phau et al., 2009).The rise of CLBP is the result of
supply and demand factors. For instance, counterfeit manufacturers only target the
brand names that are well known or worth counterfeiting (Eisend and Schuchert-Güler,
2006) while consumers prefer counterfeits with famous brand names and intangible
meaning (Cordell et al., 1996).

Looking more closely at supply, various factors drive the growth in manufacturing
CLBP. For instance, many luxury-branded products are easily imitated because of their
strong brand name and high visibility (Radón, 2012). Counterfeit manufacturers can
gain access to sophisticated but affordable technology that facilitates counterfeiting
(Alcock et al., 2003; Gentry et al., 2006; Shultz and Saporito, 1996). Manufacturers
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have much potential generate high profits without needing to invest in building or
maintaining the brands (Sahin and Atilgan, 2011). Furthermore, online distribution
channels can stimulate and enable counterfeiting (Hieke, 2010). Overall, growth in the
supply of CLBP emanates from the ease and low cost of manufacturing combined with
high demand and profit margins (Bloch et al., 1993; Nill and Shultz, 1996).

On the demand side, a key driver of growth in the CLBP market is consumer desire for
genuine luxury brands (Lai and Zaichkowsky, 1999; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005; Wilcox
et al., 2009). Essentially, the attractiveness of genuine luxury brands to consumers
(Penz and Stöttinger, 2012) combined with the relative price advantage of CLBP over
genuine products (Phau et al., 2009) makes counterfiets an attractive option for
consumers. The allure of counterfeits can also be heightened by the difficultly that many
consumers have distinguishing a CLBP from the genuine item (Grossman and Shapiro,
1988b). More broadly, the important role of consumers in driving CLBP growth has
prompted much research into consumer motivations, as will be discussed in Section
2.4.1.

2.3.2 Effects of Counterfeits on Genuine Luxury Brands
The impact of CLBP on genuine luxury brands is not conclusive (Bian and Moutinho,
2011b). Many researchers contend that CLBP diminish the revenue, value, reputation,
and satisfaction associated with genuine luxury brands (Bush et al., 1989; Phau et al.,
2009; Staake et al., 2009). For instance, the presence of inferior imitations, some of
which consumers may not necessarily distinguish from the genuine products, can lessen
the perceived quality and exclusiveness of the genuine brands (McDonald and Roberts,
1994; Wilke and Zaichkowsky, 1999). Researchers similarly indicate that CLBP can
harm genuine luxury brands in terms of consumer confidence (Bloch et al., 1993;
Commuri, 2009; Gentry et al., 2006), symbolic meaning of (Zhou and Hui, 2003), and
long-term brand equity (Cademan et al., 2012; Wilcox et al., 2009). Counterfeiting may
also reduce the attractiveness of, and profit from, investing in genuine brands (Phau and
Teah, 2009).

While one stream of literature indicates that CLBP are harmful to genuine luxury brands,
further research suggests that this is not necessarily the case. For instance, research
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suggests that exposure to CLBP may not decrease consumer perceptions of, or attitudes
toward, the genuine luxury brands (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b; Hieke, 2010). Others
similarly identified that CLBP ownership is not associated with diminished perceptions
of genuine brand value or status, and that demand for the genuine product may not be
affected (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Furthermore, past purchse experiences of
counterfeits have been found no relationship with purchase intention of genuine luxury
products (Yoo and Lee, 2012). A further argument suggests that CLBP may actually
increase awareness and demand for genuine products through the ‘bandwagon effect’
whereby widespread consumption of counterfeits can increase the status of the genuine
product (Barnett, 2005). This argument is also supported by Romani et al. (2012) that
the presence of luxury counterfeits can increase consumers’ willingness to purchase
well-known genuine brands.

The study conducted by Gabrielli et al. (2012) makes an important contribution toward
understanding the effects of CLBP on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands. Gabrielli et
al. (2012) introduced Keller’s (1993) CBBE pyramid in the study and attempted to shed
some light on the effects of counterfeit awareness on the CBBE of genuine luxury
brands. The findings of the research illustrate that consumer awareness of the existence
and availability of CLBP has no negative effect on the CBBE of genuine luxury brand,
but rather, it can strengthen consumer evaluation of genuine luxury brand.

Uncertainty about the overall impact of counterfeit ownership on genuine luxury brands
indicates that further research is required in this area. Researchers have examined the
effects of CLBP ownership on genuine brands in terms of consumer attitudes (e.g., Nia
and Zaichkowsky, 2000), brand awareness (e.g., Barnett, 2005), and image (e.g., Bian
and Moutinho, 2011b). Some studies have also examined the impact of counterfeit
awareness on genuine brand CBBE (e.g., Gabrielli et al., 2012). However, the impact of
CLBP ownership, rather than just awareness, on CBBE is not clear (Bian and Moutinho,
2011a). This is a significant gap in the literature given the growth in CLBP ownership
and the importance of CBBE. Therefore, further investigation that focuses on the effects
of counterfeit ownership on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands is required.
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2.3.3 Impacts of Counterfeits on Consumers
The impact of CLBP on consumers can differ depending on whether the counterfeit
consumption occurs in a deceptive or non-deceptive situation (Grossman and Shapiro,
1988b). Deceptive counterfeiting refers to situations in which consumers are not aware
that the item is a counterfeit (Grossman and Shapiro, 1988b; Wilcox et al., 2009). In
such situations CLBP usually have a negative impact on consumers. For instance,
consumers who encounter difficulties distinguishing between counterfeits and genuine
products may experience confusion or disappointment (Staake et al., 2009). More
substantively, where the quality of counterfeits is often inferior to the genuine product,
consumers who use a counterfeits as if it was a genuine item may encounter health or
safety problems (Chakraborty et al., 1996).

Non-deceptive counterfeiting is when consumers know that the product is an imitation
(Grossman and Shapiro, 1988b). Non-deceptive counterfeiting is more prevalent than
the deceptive form (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Approximately one-third of
consumers would purchase and use non-deceptive CLBP (Bian and Veloutsou, 2007)
and the impact of ownership on consumers is often positive. For instance, consumers
who possess CLBP generally evaluate counterfeits more favourably than non-owners
(Ang et al., 2001; Bian and Moutinho, 2011b; Huang, 2009; Phau and Teah, 2009;
Wang et al., 2005). Also, CLBP can generate satisfaction for consumers who operate
within limited budgets and do not necessarily view the counterfeit as an inferior product
(Cordell et al., 1996; Liebowitz, 2005). It has been found that consumers may regard
good counterfeits as the substitute of genuine products, which provides social meanings
and personal meanings (Jiang and Cova, 2012; Triandewi and Tjiptomo, 2013).

While the impact of CLBP ownership on consumers is often positive, and demand for
such products is on the rise, no studies directly examine consumer loyalty to CLBP. As
Section 2.2.3’s discussion of genuine brands identified, brand loyalty is demonstrated
through a favourable brand attitude, repeat purchase behaviour, willingness to pay a
high price, and a high level of brand consumption. Arguably, counterfeit owners may
develop loyalty to CLBP – if the counterfeit is seen as a brand or category itself.
Existing studies indicate the CLBP do develop favourable attitudes toward counterfeits,
as discussed above. However, whether CLBP owners also develop the remaining loyalty
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characteristics (i.e., repeat purchase behaviour, willingness to pay more, and high
consumption) is not clear. Arguably then, the literature would be benefit from research
that directly examines the impact of counterfeit ownership on loyalty to the CLBP
category.

2.4 Consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
2.4.1 Determinants of CLBP Consumption
Various studies identify a range of factors that are associated with CLBP consumption.
These factors include product attributes, demographic variables, personal and social
factors, ethic/legal concerns, Consumer-Based Brand Equity Dimensions, and Price
Consciousness, as discussed below.

Product Attributes
Product attributes are recognised as a primary determinant of counterfeit consumption
(Eisend and Schuchert-Güler, 2006). Various studies identify that attributes such as
utility, product appearance, durability, performance, and perceived quality are
significantly related to CLBP purchase intentions (Cordell et al., 1996; Kim and
Karpova, 2010; Phau et al., 2009; Tang et al., 2014; Wee et al., 1995).

Demographic Variables
Demographic variables, such as age, gender, income, level of education, are seen as
important factors in CLBP consumption (Bian and Veloutsou, 2007; Wee et al. 1995).
For instance, household income has a negative relationship with intentions to purchase
counterfeits (Wee et al. 1995). That is, lower income levels are associated with higher
likelihood of CLBP consumption. Age is also a significant demographic variable, with
various studies indicating that individuals aged 18-25 years are most likely to purchase
counterfeits (e.g., Gentry et al., 2001; Gupta et al., 2004; Phau et al., 2009). Further
research indicates that that gender is also related to consumption likelihood with women
being more likely than men to be heavy buyers of counterfeit clothing and accessories
(Cheung and Prendergast, 2005).
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Personal and Social Factors
Personal and social factors, such as novelty seeking, integrity and collectivism, have
also been examined in relation to counterfeit consumption (Ang et al., 2001; Wang et
al., 2005; Wee et al., 1995). In particular, personal factors, such as status consumption
and integrity, along with the social factors of normative susceptibility and informative
susceptibility are shown to be significantly related to consumer willingness to purchase
and use CLBP (Hidayat and Diwasasri, 2013; Phau and Teah, 2009). Likewise, desire
for social approval is related to CLBP purchase intentions (Wilcox et al., 2009).

Ethical/Legal Concerns
Ethical/legal concerns can also be a determinant of consumption of CLBP. It is revealed
that lawfulness attitudes and ethical considerations have negative impacts on consumers’
propensity to choose CLBP (Cordell et al., 1996; Gupta et al., 2004; Sheng et al., 2012).
Also, the severity and certainty of punishments for pirating software, imposed by the
law, are significantly related to consumers’ willingness to perform piracy (Peace et al.,
2003). Furthermore, the ethical considerations have negative effects on consumption of
CLBP through attitudes toward CLBP (Penz and Stöttinger, 2005).

Consumer-Based Brand Equity Dimensions
As Section 2.2.3 discussed, Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) is the value that
consumers associate with a brand and it comprises the three dimensions of brand loyalty,
perceived quality, and brand awareness/association. A body of research establishes that
the CBBE dimensions are significantly related to consumer intentions to purchase
genuine luxury brands (Section 2.2.3). It is argued that consumers purchase counterfeits
in order to get the symbolic meanings associated with genuine luxury brands rather than
the product attributes (Penz and Stöttinger, 2008). Also, research indicates that the
brand image of a given counterfeit product has a significant positive relationship with
CLBP consumption (Bian and Moutinho, 2011a).

In this sense, the decision to purchase CLBP is not only a product choice decision, but
also a brand decision (Bian and Moutinho, 2011a). However, few studies directly
examine the relationship between the CBBE dimensions and the consumption of CLBP.
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Subsequently, whether, and to what extent, the dimensions of CBBE are relevant to the
consumption of counterfeit brands is not clear and further research in this area is
warranted.

Price Consciousness
While Price is regarded as a determinant of CLBP consumption (Bloch et al., 1993;
Dodge et al., 1996), the role of Price Consciousness in influencing CLBP purchase
intentions has been disputed. Price Consciousness refers to a person’s concern about
maximizing value for money and paying lower prices subject to quality constraints
(Lichtenstein et al., 1990). Various studies indicate that higher Price Consciousness is
associated with positive attitudes toward counterfeits and higher purchase intentions
(e.g., Ang et al., 2001; Kim and Karpova, 2010; Phau and Teah, 2009; Wang et al.,
2005). However, other research indicates Price Consciousness does not directly
influence consumers’ intentions to purchase counterfeits (Penz and Stöttinger, 2005).
Therefore, further research that helps to clarify the Price Consciousness – counterfeit
consumption relationship is required to enrich the understanding in this area.

2.4.2 Theory of Planned Behaviour
The literature presents various theoretical frameworks that can be used to help
understand and predict consumer behaviour, such as the Theory of Reasoned Action
(TRA) (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975), the Expected Utility Theory (EUT) (Schoemaker,
1982), and the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Mathieson, 1991). However, a
further option, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB), is particularly useful in
predicting a wide range of behaviours (Madden et al., 1992; Sheppard et al., 1988).
Also, the ability of the TPB to predict intentions to consume counterfeits is
demonstrated across many studies (e.g., Chang, 1998; Kim and Karpova, 2010; Kwong
and Lee, 2002; Peace et al., 2003; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005). The TPB posits that
behaviour is determined by the intentions of the behaviour while behavioural intentions
are predicted by the individual’s i) attitudes toward the behaviour, ii) subjective norm,
and iii) perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991), and the importance of the three
TPB factors may vary across situations (Ajzen, 1991; Beck and Ajzen, 1991), as
discussed below.
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Attitude refers to an individual’s feelings of favourableness or unfavourableness toward
a particular behaviour, including beliefs and evaluation of the consequences (Chang,
1998; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). A positive attitude toward a behaviour increases the
likelihood of performing the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Attitude toward unethical
behaviour is significant determinant of intentions to consume counterfeits. For instance,
studies indicate that attitude toward making unauthorized copies of software is a key
predictor of intentions to engage with piracy (e.g., Chang, 1998; Peace et al., 2003).
Similarly, attitude toward music piracy is a dominant predictor of intentions to
download pirate music (Kwong and Lee, 2002). More recent studies also show that
attitude toward counterfeits is a key determinant of intentions to consume counterfeit
branded products (e.g., Kim and Karpova, 2010; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005).
The second TPB factor, subjective norm, relates to an individual’s perception of social
pressure in relation to a given behaviour and their subsequent tendency to comply with
the expectations of others (Bearden et al., 1989; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Higher
willingness to conform to the expectations of others increases intentions to perform that
behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Research indicates mixed results regarding the influence of
subjective norms on counterfeit consumption. For instance, studies of pirate software
indicate that subjective norm is not related to the behavioural intentions of Hong Kong
consumers (i.e., Chang, 1998) but is a strong predictor of intentions for American
consumers (i.e., Peace et al., 2003). In other categories of counterfeits, the ability of
subjective norm to predict consumer intentions ranges from least (e.g., Kwong and Lee,
2002; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005) to most important (e.g., Kim and Karpova, 2010).
The third TBP factor is perceived behavioural control and refers to an individual’s
perceptions of how easy or difficult it is to commit a particular behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).
Essentially, having the resources and opportunity to carry out a given behaviour
increases intentions to perform that behaviour. Therefore, perceived behavioural control
should be able to add additional predictive power to behavioural intentions (Ajzen,
1991). Similar to the role of subjective norm in predicting intentions to consume
counterfeits, the role of perceived behavioural control also seems to vary across
contexts and cultures. For instance, a study conducted in Hong Kong found that
perceived behavioural control was the most significant predictor of intentions (i.e.,
Chang, 1998) while this variable was the least important in an American study (i.e.,
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Peace et al., 2003). Also, among studies of other counterfeit products, the relevance of
perceived behavioural control various across contexts (e.g., Kim and Karpova, 2010;
Kwong and Lee, 2002; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005).

Overall, various studies indicate that the TPB factors can predict intentions to consume
counterfeit products, although to varying levels across different contexts. Notably
though, very few studies have been conducted in the context of luxury-branded
counterfeits and the work that has started does not necessarily examine all three factors.
For instance, Phau and Teah (2009) utilized the TPB to assess the impacts of social and
personality factors on consumption of CLBP. However, their study focused on the role
of attitudes on purchase intentions – with further research needed to more fully examine
subjective norm and perceived behavioural control. Therefore, whether all the three
TPB factors influence consumer intentions to purchase and use CLBP is unknown.

2.5 Research Questions and Hypotheses
With the rapid growth in counterfeiting, it is increasingly important to understand the
motives for, and outcomes of, CLBP consumption. Brands, especially luxury brands,
are important for businesses and consumers, and the value of genuine luxury brands is
largely reflected by CBBE (Section 2.2). However, the impacts of counterfeit ownership
on the CBBE of genuine luxury brands and on consumer loyalty to CLBP have not been
fully investigated (Section 2.3). Additionally, although researchers have started to
examine the motives behind consumption of CLBP, information gaps and uncertainties
remain (Section 2.4). Therefore, building on the review of relevant literature, this thesis
will address the following research problem:

What motivates consumers to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products and what are the consumers’ responses to counterfeits and genuine
luxury brands?

This research problem consists of three underlying research questions, as detailed below.
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2.5.1 Motives for Consumption of Counterfeits
The review of literature suggests that further investigation of motives for consuming
CLBP is required. As discussed previously, research is needed to more fully understand
the importance of the CBBE dimensions, price consciousness, and three key TPB
factors on CLBP consumption (Section 2.4). Therefore, the current study attempts to
focus on these issues in the context of CLBP. The first research question posed is:

Research Question 1(RQ1): Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions,
Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors motivate
consumers to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?

Consumer-Based Brand Equity Dimensions
Where the dimensions of CBBE (i.e., brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand
awareness/association) are determinants of genuine luxury brand consumption (Section
2.2.3), the dimensions can also be expected to influence counterfeit consumption. In
particular, higher levels of CBBE should be associated with lower levels of CLBP
consumption. For instance, consumers who are loyal to genuine luxury brands may
view counterfeits as unethical or harmful to the genuine brand and, therefore, be less
likely to buy counterfeits (Chance and French, 1972; Sahin and Atilgan, 2011). Also,
the high perceived quality of genuine products could lead consumers to judge the
quality of counterfeits more negatively which could, in turn, decrease consumer
willingness to purchase CLBP (Jenner and Artun, 2005). Furthermore, consumers often
purchase genuine brands to enhance their association or relationship with the familiar
and liked brand (Baker et al., 1986; Nedungadi, 1990). However, counterfeits may not
provide the same symbolic meaning so high awareness or association with the genuine
brand could weaken intentions to consume CLBP. Therefore, CBBE-related hypotheses
are formed as follows:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Brand loyalty of genuine luxury brands is negatively related
to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Perceived quality of genuine luxury brands is negatively
related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products.
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Hypothesis 1c (H1c): Brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands is
negatively related to consumption of Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products.

Price Consciousness
Buyers of genuine luxury brands are often seeking prestige and image related benefits
from the brand (Section 2.2.3). However, many consumers are unwilling or unable to
pay the high prices for genuine brands (Bloch et al., 1993; Phau and Teah, 2009). In this
regard, counterfeits have a distinct price advantage over the genuine products: the price
difference between CLBP’s and genuine luxury-branded products can be substantial.
Price Conscious consumers who wish to obtain the prestige and image benefits of
genuine brands but without the expensive price tag might see counterfeits as a suitable
substitute. For such consumers the perceived value of counterfeits is still high (Ang et
al., 2001). Therefore, it can be postulated that:

Hypothesis 1d (H1d): Price Consciousness is positively related to consumption of
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

Theory of Planned Behaviour Factors
The TPB helps to explain how attitudes toward counterfeits, subjective norm and
perceived behavioural control influence counterfeit consumption intentions (Section
2.4.2). Previous research shows that attitude to counterfeits explains a large portion of
decisions to purchase counterfeits (Ang et al., 2001; Chang, 1998; Phau and Tech,
2009). In particular, favourable attitudes towards counterfeits are associated with higher
likelihood of purchase while unfavourable attitudes toward counterfeits are associated
with lower purchase intentions (Wee et al., 1995). Subjective norms also influence
consumer willingness to purchase CLBP. Specifically, higher willingness to conform to
the expectations of others increases the likelihood that consumers will buy CLBP (Kim
and Karpova, 2010). In relation to perceived behavioural control, the TPB suggests that
the perceived ease of obtaining counterfeits will positively influence intentions to
consume CLBP. Drawing from TPB in the context of CLBP, the following hypotheses
have been developed:
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Hypothesis 1e (H1e): Attitudes toward Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products are
positively related to consumption of Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products.
Hypothesis 1f (H1f): Subjective norm is positively related to consumption of
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
Hypothesis 1g (H1g): Perceived behavioural control is positively related to
consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

Figure 2.2 depicts the expected relationships and the hypotheses for those relationships

(H1a)
(H1b)
(H1c)

CBBE
dimensions

are presented below.

(H1g)

TPB-related
factors

(H1f)

Perceived quality
Brand awareness/association
Consumption of
CLBPs

Price Consciousness

(H1d)
(H1e)

Brand loyalty

Attitudes toward CLBPs
Subjective norm
Perceived behavioural control

Figure 2.2 Research Question 1 Variables and Relationships

2.5.2 Loyalty to Counterfeits
The literature review indicates that further research is needed to better understand the
effects of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP (Section 2.3.3). Several
questions, such as whether counterfeit owners have a stronger intention to purchase and
use CLBP than non-owners (which will lead to owners’ repeated CLBP purchase
behaviour), whether counterfeit owners are willing to pay a higher price for CLBP than
non-owners, and whether counterfeit owners possess multiple types of CLBP, still
remain under-explored. Therefore, the current study aims to provide further exploration
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of the effects of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP. The second
research question in the current study is:

Research Question 2 (RQ2): Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products generate loyalty to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?

Loyalty Characteristics between Owners and Non-owners
Past studies identify that counterfeit owners and non-owners differ in terms of various
counterfeit-related attitudes and behaviours (Section 2.3.3, Section 2.4.1). For instance,
possession of CLBP is associated with more favourable attitudes to counterfeits and the
belief that counterfeits are not inferior (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Owners of
counterfeits tend to have higher intentions to purchase CLBP in the future than nonowners, which may reflect CLBP owners’ satisfaction with the function, quality,
performance, and price of the counterfeit products (Ang et al., 2001). Also, the more
favourable attitudes and higher purchase intentions of owners could potentially lead to
habitual purchase behaviour (Kim and Karpova, 2010). More broadly, the attitudinal
and behavioural differences suggest that CLBP owners develop loyalty to counterfeit
products (Tom et al., 1998). That is, they exhibit the key characteristics of consumer
loyalty, including more favourable attitudes, repeat purchase intentions, a willingness to
pay higher prices and increased consumption over time (Quester and Neal, 2007). To
examine the possibility that CLBP owners are loyal to counterfeits, the following
hypotheses are developed:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Counterfeit owners have a more favourable attitude toward
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than non-owners.
Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Counterfeit owners have a stronger intention to purchase
and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than nonowners.
Hypothesis 2c (H2c): Counterfeit owners are willing to pay a higher price for
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than non-owners.
Hypothesis 2d (H2d): The majority of counterfeit owners possess multiple types
of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
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2.5.3 Perceptions of Genuine Luxury Brands
A review of the literature reveals that the understanding of impacts of CLBP on genuine
luxury brands is not conclusive (Section 2.3.2). Some researchers argue that counterfeits
decrease the profit, value, and symbolic meaning associated with genuine luxury brands
(Phau and Teah, 2009; Wilke and Zaichkowsky, 1999; Zhou and Hui, 2003) whereas
others claim that counterfeits may not harm genuine brands (Barnett, 2005; Bian and
Moutinho, 2011b; Hieke, 2010; Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Notably though, few
studies examine the effects of counterfeit ownership on the CBBE of genuine luxury
brands (Section 2.3.2). Therefore, the current study poses the third research question:

Research Question 3 (RQ3): Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products affect the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?

Perceptions of Genuine Luxury Brands between Owners and Non-owners
The vast majority of counterfeits are purchased in non-deceptive circumstances where
the consumer is aware that they are purchasing a counterfeit product (Section 2.3.3).
Consumers will often evaluate counterfeits in terms of attributes such as price and
quality. However, they maintain a mental distinction between the counterfeit and the
genuine brand (Hieke, 2010; Penz and Stöttinger, 2008). In this sense, it would be
expected that any perceived failure or short-comings of the counterfeit will not be
transferred or attributed to the genuine brand. That is, ownership of CLBP should not
diminish the CBBE of the genuine brand. Rather, any failure or shortcomings of
counterfeits may even reinforce the status and prestige of the genuine products (Eisend
and Schuchert-Güler, 2006). To examine the prospect that CLBP ownership does not
harm genuine brands, the hypothesis is posed as:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Counterfeit owners demonstrate no difference in their
perceptions of genuine luxury brands compared with nonowners.
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2.6 Conclusion
Chapter 2 built the theoretical foundations of this study. Specifically, Section 2.2
addressed the importance of branding, luxury brands and the concept of CBBE. Then,
Section 2.3 introduced the counterfeiting phenomenon in order to discuss its nature,
market volume, and impacts on business as well as on consumers. Section 2.4 discussed
consumption of CLBP from a range of aspects. Section 2.5 proposed the research
problem and its three underlying research questions.

The next chapter, Chapter 3, provides the description of the overall research design.
Particularly, justification is firstly made to clarify the appropriate research approach and
survey strategy. Next, the research participants, research instruments, and survey
administration process are assessed. The chapter then discusses the data analysis
techniques. Lastly, the ethical considerations associated with the survey method adopted
are addressed.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
Having elucidated the knowledge gaps and specified the research questions of this study
(Chapter 2), a survey of 244 university students was conducted. The current chapter,
Chapter 3, describes the overall survey design (Figure 3.1). Section 3.2 justifies the
positivist methodology and survey approach. Section 3.3 discusses the research
participants, research instruments, and survey administration process. Then, Section 3.4
presents the data analysis approaches and techniques. The final section, Section 3.5,
presents the ethical considerations of the survey.

Section 3.2: Methodology
Justifies the positivist methodology and survey approach

Section 3.3: Method
Examines the research participants, research instruments, survey
implementation procedures

Section 3.4: Data Analysis
Presents the data analysis approaches and techniques

Section 3.5: Ethical Considerations
Describes the measures taken to protect the interests of the
participants and the researcher

Figure 3.1 Structure of Chapter 3: Methodology

34

3.2 Justification for Methodology
Positivism and interpretivism are the predominant approaches through which to gain
knowledge in the social sciences (Hudson and Ozanne, 1988). The positivist approach is
more appropriate for this study for various reasons. In particular, positivism seeks to
understand and predict behaviour through objective measurement and quantitative
analysis (Doyle et al., 2009; Firestone, 1987; Hudson and Ozanne, 1988). This is in line
with the basic premises of this study, namely, that the motivations for consumption of
CLBP can be studied and predicted through objective methods. Therefore, the positivist
approach was chosen because of its closer correspondence to the research problem.

The research data was collected by conducting a face-to-face survey. This approach was
selected after considering relevant theory and precedents. For instance, the researcher
considered four types of surveys – telephone, personal (face-to-face), mail, and
electronic (Aaker et al. 2007; Malhotra, 2010; Sekaran and Bougie, 2009). While each
approach has advantages, the personal (face-to-face) survey was determined to be most
appropriate on the basis that it fulfilled the research requirements within the time and
cost restraints of the project. Also, this type of survey is consistent with precedents in
the area of counterfeiting research (e.g., Bian and Moutinho, 2011a; Penz and Stöttinger,
2005; Phau et al., 2009).
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3.3 Method
3.3.1 Participants
Sampling strategy
The population of interest of this study is Young Adult Shoppers aged 18 to 25 years old.
Of this population, university students are highly likely to purchase CLBP due to their
limited income and strong desires to obtain the benefits associated with using genuine
luxury brands (Phau et al., 2009). Similar studies of counterfeit consumption have also
recruited samples of university students (Phau et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2005; Wilcox et
al., 2009). Therefore, university students were selected as a suitable sample for this
study.

Ideally, probability sampling is preferred, in order to obtain a representative sample
(Aaker et al., 2007). However, this approach is not feasible in the current study due to
the limited time and resources. Also, the researcher does not have access to a sampling
frame required for probability sampling. Therefore, non-probability sampling was used.
In non-probability sampling, the selection of sample elements relies on the personal
judgement of the researcher rather than on chance (de Vaus, 2002; Malhotra, 2010). In
social research, it is not uncommon to utilize non-probability sampling due to the
considerations of time or resources (Denscombe, 1998; de Vaus, 2002). The majority of
relevant marketing precedents that were discussed in Section 2.3 and 2.4 also adopted
non-probability sampling, which further supports the selection of this sampling
approach in the current study.

The type of non-probability sampling employed in this study was convenience sampling.
Convenience sampling is a sampling technique in which population elements are
selected based on the researcher’s convenience (Malhotra, 2010). This method is a
comparatively affordable and less time-consuming non-probability technique (Aaker et
al., 2007; Malhotra, 2010). The merits of convenience sampling make it a highly
appropriate technique to obtain the sample for this study, according to the time setting
and resource constraints imposed. Eventually, undergraduate students at the University
of Wollongong (UOW), Australia were recruited for the study.
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Sample Size Determination
Sample size refers to the number of units included in the study (Malhotra, 2010). The
determination of appropriate sample size ensures that sufficient information has been
collected to obtain meaningful results, and limited extra value will be derived by
research with any additional sample (Denscombe, 1998). Determination of sample size
usually involves several considerations, such as the nature of the research, sample size
used in similar studies, resource constraints, and rules of thumb (Aaker et al., 2007;
Green, 1991; Malhotra, 2010; Maxwell, 2000; Maxwell et al., 2008).

Consideration of such factors indicated that a sample size of at least 200 participants
was required for the current study. For the multiple regression analysis, the sample size
should be preferably 10 times (or more) as large as the number of variables in the study.
As this study involved 8 variables (brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand
awareness/association, Price Consciousness, attitudes toward CLBP, subjective norm,
perceived behavioural control, and consumption of CLBP), a sample size exceeding 80
was required. Furthermore, Aaker et al. (2007) suggest that when the sample needs to
be divided into groups, it should be large enough that each group contains a minimum
100 or more sample size. As one-way ANOVA was used in the current study, and the
samples needed to be divided into two groups according to whether they own CLBP or
not, each group must have at least 100 respondents. Therefore, the recruitment of at
least 200 participants (each group contained at least 100 participants) was considered
acceptable. Precedents in this field also support such a sample size (e.g., Bian and
Moutinho, 2011a; Kim and Karpova, 2010; Phau and Teah, 2009; Wang et al., 2005).

The recruitment of participants was performed in undergraduate classes at the UOW. A
total of 370 questionnaires were distributed, from which 244 complete and usable
questionnaires were obtained. Therefore, the response rate in this study was 65.9%.
Morton et al. (2012) suggest that response rates are not sufficient evidence of quality
and/or validity and that judging a rate to be appropriate is a complicated process.
Generally though, response rates of 55% or more in similar situations to the current
study are regarded as adequate (Baruch, 1999; Nulty, 2008). Based on this, the response
rate in this study (65.9%) was regarded as adequate.
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Sample
The overall sample demographic characteristics are summarized in Table 3.1. The
sample of 244 participants included 165 females (67.6%) and 79 males (32.4%). The
18-21 age group contained 161 participants (66%), followed by the 22-25 age group
with 67 participants (27.5%); the remaining 16 participants (6.5%) indicated higher ages
(26 and over) or unspecified ages. Regarding income levels, 40 participants (16.4%)
reported earning under $100 Australian per week; 171 participants (approximately 70%)
reported having an income ranging from $100-500 Australian per week; and 31
respondents (12.7%) had an income more than $500 Australian per week. Two
participants did not specify their income. Regarding nationality, 213 participants (87.3%)
were Australian and the remaining 31 participants (12.7%) were international students.

Table 3.1 Participants’ Demographics
n
(percentage)

Counterfeit Ownership
Yes
No
Prefer not to Say
(n=122; 50%) (n=118; 48.4%)
(n=4; 1.6%)

Gender
Male
Female

79 (32.4%)
165 (67.6%)

31 (25.4%)
91 (74.6%)

45 (38.0%)
73 (62.0%)

3
1

161 (66.0%)
67 (27.5%)
9 (3.7%)
7 (2.8%)

90 (73.8%)
27 (22.1%)
3 (2.5%)
2 (1.6%)

69 (58.5%)
39 (33.1%)
6 (5.0%)
4 (3.4%)

2
1
N/A
1

Age
18-21
22-25
26 and over
Not Specified

Income per Week ( Australian Dollars)
None
Under 100
100-300
301-500
500 and Above
Not Specified

28 (11.5%)
12 (4.9%)
93 (38.1%)
78 (32.0%)
31 (12.7%)
2 (0.8%)

10 (8.2%)
6 (5.0%)
48 (40.0%)
43 (35.2%)
14 (11.5%)
1 (0.1%)

18 (15.3%)
6 (5.1%)
42 (36.0%)
34 (29.0%)
17 (14.5%)
1 (0.1%)

N/A
N/A
3
1
N/A
N/A

213 (87.3%)

111 (91.0%)

99 (83.9%)

3

31 (12.7%)

11 (9.0%)

19 (16.1%)

1

Nationality
Australian Students
International
Students
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Regarding ownership of CLBP, 122 participants (50%) reported owning counterfeits,
118 participants (48.4%) reported not owning any CLBP, and four participants (1.6%)
preferred not to indicate their ownership status (Table 3.1). Regarding gender, the group
of counterfeit owners included more females (74.6%) than males (25.4%). The majority
of counterfeit owners (75.2%) and non-owners (65%) reported incomes of $100-500
Australian per week.

3.3.2 Instruments
The research instruments included a Participant Information Sheet (PIS) (Appendix A)
and a questionnaire (Appendix B). The PIS was distributed to all the students in
approved classes, and the questionnaire was given to students who consented to
participate. The questionnaire consisted of four main sections. The first main section of
the questionnaire measured participants’ subjective norm and price consciousness.
Section two asked participants to specify their favourite genuine luxury brand(s) then
measured participants’ perceptions of that brand(s). Section three measured attitudes
toward CLBP and perceived behaviour control as well as intentions to purchase and use
CLBP. The final main section of the questionnaire was designed to collect basic
demographic and behavioural details, such as age, gender, occupation, nationality,
income, and counterfeit ownership status.

The main research variables were measured by using existing scales from the literature,
as listed in Table 3.2. The validity of these measurement scales has been established in
previous research (see ‘Sources’ column of Table 3.2). A seven-point Likert scale was
used to capture responses to the measurement items. A seven-point scale was regarded
as adequate for this study, as a five-point scale may not have been sufficiently detailed,
while completing a nine-point scale could have been unnecessarily complex (Robson,
2002; Sarantakos, 1998). Furthermore, the selection of seven-point Likert scales is also
supported by relevant precedents (Kim and Karpova, 2010; Phau and Teah, 2009; Phau
et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2005). The seven-point response options were Strongly
Disagree, Disagree, Mildly Disagree, Neutral, Mildly Agree, Agree and Strongly Agree,
or Not At All Likely, Very Unlikely, Somewhat Unlikely, Neutral, Somewhat Likely, Very
Likely and Definitely Will.
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Table 3.2 Source(s) of Measurement Items of Research Variables

Section
Two

Section
Three

CBBE

Section
One

Variables

Numbers
of Items

Subjective Norm

8

Price Consciousness

7

Brand Loyalty

3

Perceived Quality

2

Brand
Awareness/Association

5

Source(s)
 Bearden et al., 1989
 Penz and Stöttinger, 2005
 Ang et al., 2001
 Lichtenstein et al., 1990
Yoo and
Donthu, 2001

Sections

 Beatty and Kahle, 1988
 Dodds et al., 1991
 Keller 1993
 Rossiter and Percy, 1987

Attitudes toward CLBP

10

 Wang et al., 2005

Perceived Behavioural
Control

5

 Chang, 1998
 Kim and Karpova, 2010
 Madden et al., 1992

Consumption of CLBP

4

 Wang et al., 2005

Measurement items are detailed in Appendix C

3.3.3 Procedures
This research was conducted in approved undergraduate lectures or tutorials at the
UOW campus. Potential participants were given written and verbal background
information about the study. The student researcher described reassured potential
participants that the study did not examine illegal behaviour: it was explained that being
in possession of CLBP for personal use (not resale or resalable) did not break Australian
law. The questionnaire was then administered to students who consented to participate.
At the conclusion of the survey completion process, the questionnaire forms (either
complete or not complete) were returned to a collection box at the front of the room.
The student researcher then retrieved the box of questionnaire forms and left.
The questionnaire forms were securely stored in the principal investigator’s office filing
cabinet during and after the data collection except being taken out by the student
researcher for data entry purposes. All of the hard copy data were manually entered into
SPSS version 19. In the process of coding, the orderable options from Strongly
Disagree (Not At All Likely) to Strongly Agree (Definitely Will) in the seven-point
Likert scale had been coded from “1” to “7”. This coding meant that a low value
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represented a low level for the variable (e.g. 1 = low price consciousness or low
intention to consume CLBP) while higher values indicated higher levels of the variable.
Non-responses were coded as “9”. The coded data values are shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Data Coding
Descriptive Label
Strongly Disagree / Not At All Likely / 1-10%
Disagree / Very Unlikely / 11-20%
Mildly Disagree / Somewhat Unlikely / 21-30%
Neutral / 31-40%
Mildly Agree / Somewhat Likely / 41% and above
Agree / Very Likely
Strongly Agree / Definitely Will
Non-response

Transformed Data Value
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9

3.4 Data Analysis
Initially, frequency statistics were computed in relation to counterfeit ownership status
and the types of CLBP possessed by counterfeit owners. Then, reliability analysis was
performed to assess the internal consistency of measurement scales (shown Appendix C)
(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Sekaran and Bougie, 2009). Multiple regression
analysis was performed to examine the direction and significance of the relationships
between independent variables and a dependent variable. Also, one-way ANOVA was
adopted to test the differences in means between groups (Malhotra, 2010). Relevant
precedents support the selection of these techniques (Ang et al., 2001; Bian and
Moutinho, 2011b; Wang et al., 2005). The following sections describe the key analyses
in detail and present the guidelines for implementation or decision rules.

Reliability Analysis
Cronbach’s alpha was extracted to test the internal consistency of the research
instruments. Cronbach’s alpha was computed in accordance with the average intercorrelations among the items measuring the variable, and it indicated the correlations
among items in a set with 1 as the upper limit of a scale’s reliability (Sekaran and
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Bougie, 2009). Alpha scores closer to 1 indicate higher internal consistency while lower
scores indicate that the scale items are insufficient and/or have little in common
(Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Sekaran and Bougie, 2009). The required levels for high
versus low may vary across applications. Generally, though, alpha scores less than 0.60
are regarded to be poor, scores in the 0.70-0.80 range are acceptable, and scores above
0.80 are considered as good (Sekaran and Bougie, 2009). Since all the items used in the
current study were adapted from previously established scales, the scores of Cronbach’s
alpha were expected to be more than 0.70.
Theory and precedents widely support using Cronbach’s alpha to help assess the
reliability of multi-item scales (e.g., Bian and Moutinho, 2011a; Nunnally and Bernstein,
1994; Penz and Stöttinger, 2008; Peterson, 1994; Phau and Teah, 2009; Sekaran and
Bougie, 2009; Wee et al., 1995). However, some authors raise concerns about the
application of this measure to two-item scales and instead recommend conducting
Pearson’s correlation test (Cramer et al., 2006; Cuijpers et al., 2009). As Table 3.2
indicates, one of the eight scales used in this research is a two-item scale – the measure
of Perceived Quality. Therefore, to allay any potential concerns about assessing the
Perceived Quality scale via Cronbach’s alpha, Pearson’s correlation test will also be
conducted for that scale.

Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple regression analysis was adopted in Research Question 1 (H1a through H1g).
Brand loyalty, perceived quality, brand awareness/association, Price Consciousness,
attitudes toward CLBP, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control were used
as the independent variables, and consumption of CLBP was the dependent variable.
The averages of measures of each construct were used as variables in regression
analyses (Ang et al., 2001; Wang et al., 2005; Yoo and Donthu, 2001). The coefficient
of determination, the R2 value, indicated the percentage of variation in consumption of
CLBP that was explained by the variation of independent variables (Malhotra, 2010).

The direction and strength of the relationships between multiple independent variables
and consumption of CLBP were also assessed (Aaker et al., 2007; Malhotra, 2010). In
particular, the directions of the relationships were examined by assessing whether the
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component coefficients were positive or negative. Negative relationships between
CBBE dimensions of genuine luxury brands (brand loyalty, perceived quality, and
brand awareness/association) and consumption of CLBP were expected, while positive
relationships between other independent variables (Price Consciousness, attitudes
toward CLBP, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control) and consumption of
CLBP were expected. The strength of the relationships was assessed by examining the
significance of the component coefficient.

One-way ANOVA
One-way ANOVA was performed in Research Question 2 and Research Question 3.
These two research questions were about examining the differences between counterfeit
owners and non-owners in terms of loyalty to CLBP and perceptions of genuine luxury
brands. Specifically, In Research Question 2, one-way ANOVA was adopted to
investigate whether counterfeit owners have significant differences from non-owners in
terms of attitudes toward CLBP, intentions to consume CLBP, and acceptable price
level for CLBP (H2a through H2c). (The quantity of types of CLBP possessed by
counterfeit owners was tested by frequency analysis – H2d.) As for Research Question
3, one-way ANOVA was performed to test whether there are statistically significant
differences in perceptions of genuine luxury brands (brand loyalty, perceived quality,
and brand awareness/association) between counterfeit owners and non-owners (H3).

The implementation of one-way ANOVA enabled further assessment of differences in
means between counterfeit owners and non-owners. In particular, the F statistic
indicated whether or not the means of the various groups were significantly different
from one another (Sekaran and Bougie, 2009). Significant differences between
counterfeit owners and non-owners, in terms of loyalty characteristics, were expected.
In contrast, no significant difference was expected between counterfeit owners and nonowners in relation to perceptions of the genuine luxury brands.
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3.5 Ethical Considerations
The ethical conditions of this study were reviewed and approved for implementation by
the Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) of the UOW. The conditions included
the adoption of several steps to protect the privacy and anonymity of research
participants, and to ensure their awareness of the privacy condition. For instance, the
survey involved tacit consent and anonymous questionnaire. Tacit consent did not ask
for any signatures of participants, and anonymous questionnaire did not ask for personal
details that could be used to identify individual participant. Moreover, the researcher did
not know, did not have access to, and did not ask for any information relating to names,
identities, or contact details of research participants. This procedure guaranteed the
privacy and anonymity of potential and actual participants.

In addition, the researcher took steps to ensure that all the participants were aware of
their rights of voluntariness, privacy and anonymity. The researcher provided written
information about the privacy and anonymity of the survey, as well as the rights of
individuals to decline or withdraw from the study. Participants could anonymously
express any concern regarding the investigation to the HREC of the UOW as the contact
details were provided. Also, the researcher reaffirmed the above information verbally to
ensure their awareness.

Overall, the investigation questions were innocuous and non-invasive. However, some
questions did examine behaviours that some participants might erroneously believe
were illegal (i.e. consumption of CLBP). The recruitment procedures reassured
participants that this study did not examine illegal behaviour, as noted in the procedures.
The study did not examine issues of culturally specific, sensitive, or religious natures.

3.6 Conclusion
Chapter 3 presented a description and justification of the overall research design. In
particular, Section 3.2 presented the justifications that a positivist approach with a penand-paper questionnaire survey strategy was the appropriate approach for this study.
The next section, Section 3.3, discussed the research participants, research instruments,
44

and survey implementation procedures. Section 3.4 then presented an overview of the
selected data analysis approaches and detailed discussions of these techniques. The final
section, Section 3.5, addressed the ethical considerations associated with the survey.

The following chapter, Chapter 4, presents the data analysis results. Specifically, the
background information of research participants is firstly analysed. Then, the reliability
of measurement scales is discussed and provided. Lastly, the result of the data for each
research question is presented.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
4.1 Introduction
Having described and justified the overall research design (Chapter 3), the current
chapter, Chapter 4, presents the data analysis results (Figure 4.1). Following this
introduction, Section 4.2 provides the results of the background analyses, including
frequency analysis of counterfeit ownership status of participants and reliability analysis
of measurement scales. Section 4.3 presents the results of the data for each research
question. Then, Section 4.4 summaries and concludes the results of hypotheses.

Section 4.2: Background
Analyses
Analyses of counterfeit
ownership status and scale
reliability

Section 4.2.1: Counterfeit Ownership

Section 4.2.2: Scale Reliability

Section 4.3.1: Motives for Consumption of
Counterfeits (RQ1)
Section 4.3: Research
Questions
Presents the results for
research questions

Section 4.3.2: Loyalty to Counterfeits (RQ2)

Section 4.3.3: Perception of Genuine
Luxury Brands (RQ3)
Section 4.4: Summary of
Reults
Summaries and concludes the
results of hypotheses

Figure 4.1 Structure of Chapter 4: Results
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4.2 Background Analyses
This section presents the results of the background analyses. This includes results about
the participants’ counterfeit ownership, including level of ownership, method of
acquisition, and the most popular types of CLBP (Section 4.2.1). The next set of
background results present the reliability statistics for the construct measurement scales
that are obtained by examining Cronbach’s alpha (Section 4.2.2).

4.2.1 Counterfeit Ownership
Regarding ownership of CLBP, 122 participants (50%) reported owning counterfeits,
118 participants (48.4%) reported not owning any counterfeits, and four participants
(1.6%) preferred not to indicate their possible ownership of CLBP (detailed in Section
3.3). Regarding the way in which counterfeit owners obtained CLBP (see Table 4.1), 68
of the 122 counterfeit owners (55.7%) obtained CLBP solely by purchasing the products
on their own, 29 counterfeit owners (23.8%) had solely received CLBP from others, and
23 counterfeit owners (18.9%) obtained CLBP in both ways. Two participants (1.6%)
did not answer this question. Overall, the results illustrated that 91 counterfeit owners
(approximately 75%) had personally purchased counterfeits. Counterfeit owners were
also asked to specify the type(s) of CLBP they possessed. As Table 4.2 indicates,
handbags, glasses and clothes were the most popular types of CLBP. Specifically, 67
(55%) of the counterfeit owners owned counterfeit handbags, 59 (48.4%) possessed
counterfeit glasses and 40 (32.8%) owned counterfeit clothes.

Table 4.1 Method of Obtaining CLBP
Method of obtaining
CLBP
Purchase on my own
Received from others
In both ways
No response
Total

No. of owners

Percentage

Cumulative percentage

68
29
23
2

55.7%
23.8%
18.9%
1.6%

55.7%
79.5%
98.4%
100%

122

100%
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Table 4.2 Types of CLBP Owned
Type of CLBP

n of owners who own

Percentage

Handbag
Watch
Glasses
Shoes
Clothes
Jewellery
Others

67
31
59
22
40
32
15

54.9%
25.4%
48.4%
18.0%
32.8%
26.2%
12.3%

Total

122

100%

4.2.2 Scale Reliability
The reliability of the measurement scales was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. As
discussed in Section 3.4, an alpha of 0.70 or above is considered as acceptable for social
science measurements (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). Table 4.3 presents the alpha
scores that were obtained by this study for each scale, including brand loyalty,
perceived quality, brand awareness/association, Price Consciousness, attitudes toward
CLBP, subjective norm, perceived behavioural control, and consumption of CLBP.
According to the results, all scales were reliable with the present data. The Perceived
Quality scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.69, which is lower than expected
but still in the acceptable range. The reliability of the two-item Perceived Quality scale
was also examined via the Pearson’s correlation test. The test results, presented in
Appendix D, were significant, indicating that the data from this scale was suitable for
the research purposes.
Table 4.3 Cronbach’s Alpha of Measurement Scale Items
Scale measure
Brand loyalty
Perceived quality
Brand awareness/association
Price Consciousness
Attitudes toward CLBP
Subjective norm
Perceived behavioural control
Consumption of CLBP

No. of items
3
2
5
7
10
8
5
4

Measurement items were detailed in Appendix C
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Cronbach’s alpha
0.850
0.688
0.911
0.865
0.821
0.893
0.852
0.931

4.3 Research Questions
This section presents the results of the data analysis for each research question. Firstly,
consumer motives for counterfeit consumption were analysed (Section 4.3.1). Then,
whether counterfeit ownership was associated with loyalty to CLBP was examined
(Section 4.3.2). Lastly, the effects of counterfeit ownership on the Consumer-Based
Brand Equity (CBBE) of genuine luxury brands were investigated (Section 4.3.3).

4.3.1 Motives for Consumption of Counterfeits (RQ1)
The purpose of this question was to investigate consumer motives for purchasing and
using CLBP. According to the results, participants who were more likely to purchase
and use CLBP have less familiarity and association with their favourite genuine luxury
brands, more favourable attitudes toward CLBP, and a greater perception of the
availability of CLBP. The results of the overall multiple regression analysis for
counterfeit consumption are presented in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4 Multiple Regression Analysis for Consumption of CLBP

(Constant)
Brand Loyalty
Perceived Quality
Brand
Awareness/Association
Price Consciousness
Attitudes toward
CLBP
Subjective Norm
Perceived Behavioural
Control

B-values
1.344
-0.069
-0.091

Standard
error
0.729
0.064
0.100

-0.256
0.076

Standardized
regression
coefficients
(β)

Significant
level (p)
0.066
0.283
0.366

-0.063
-0.062

t-value
1.844
-1.075
-0.906

0.103
0.082

-0.167
0.048

-2.480
0.933

0.014*
0.352

0.713
-0.104

0.088
0.070

0.431
-0.077

8.067
-1.482

0.000**
0.140

0.415

0.072

0.317

5.777

0.000**

R2 = 0.407; F = 23.118**
Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

The results showed that the model was significant (F = 23.118, p < 0.01), and the seven
independent variables explain 40.7% (R2 = 0.407) of the dependant variable, CLBP
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consumption intentions. However, only three of the seven variables demonstrate a
significant relationship: brand awareness/association, attitudes toward CLBP and
perceived behavioural control. The remaining independent variables did not
demonstrate a significant relationship with the dependant variable.

Looking more closely at the CBBE dimensions of genuine luxury brands, significant
negative relationships to CLBP consumption were hypothesized. Contrary to
expectation, brand loyalty (β = -0.063, p > 0.05) and perceived quality of genuine
luxury brands (β = -0.062, p > 0.05) did not display significant relationships with the
dependant variable. However, brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands (β
= -0.167, p < 0.05) was found to be a significant negative predictor. This indicates that
lower levels of genuine brand familiarity/connection are associated with higher
willingness to purchase and use CLBP. These results reject H1a, H1b, but support H1c.

Price Consciousness was expected to positively influence consumer intentions to
purchase and use CLBP. However, the results showed that no significant relationship
existed between Price Consciousness and counterfeit consumption (β = 0.048, p > 0.05).
Thus, in this study, consciousness of value for money was not a significant factor in
CLBP consumption motives, rejecting H1d.

The three Theory of Planned Behaviour factors (attitudes toward CLBP, subjective
norm. and perceived behavioural control) were expected to display significant positive
relationships with the dependant variable. The results of this study indicate that attitudes
toward CLBP (β = 0.431, p < 0.01) and perceived behavioural control (β = 0.317, p <
0.01) had significantly positive relationships with consumption of CLBP, with attitudes
having larger β value than perceived behavioural control (0.431 > 0.317). However,
subjective norm showed no significant association with consumption of CLBP (β = 0.077, p > 0.05). Therefore, H1e and H1g were supported whereas H1f was rejected.

All the resultant significant predictors of consumption of CLBP in the overall multiple
regression analysis were involved in another revised regression analysis for
summarization purposes. The results of revised regression analysis are presented in
Table 4.5. Consequently, brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands (β = 0.236, p < 0.01), attitudes toward CLBP (β = 0.423, p < 0.01), and perceived
50

behavioural control (β = 0.328, p < 0.01) were the significant determinants of
counterfeit consumption. These three variables contributed a total of 39.1% predictive
capability (R2 = 0.391) to consumption of CLBP. Among the three significant variables,
attitudes toward CLBP were found to be the most significant factor that affected
participants’ intentions to purchase and use CLBP (β = 0.423), indicating that
participants with a favourable attitude toward CLBP were most likely to purchase and
use CLBP in the future. Perceived behavioural control was the second strongest factor
that influenced consumption of CLBP (β = 0.328), suggesting that participants who
thought it was easy to get CLBP also had a higher intention to purchase and use CLBP.
Brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands was found to be the least
important predictor, and it negatively influenced consumption of CLBP (β = -0.236).
Brand loyalty of genuine luxury brands, perceived quality of genuine luxury brands,
Price Consciousness and subjective norm were found to be insignificant for predicting
counterfeit consumption. Furthermore, the exclusion of the insignificant factors only
caused a very small decrease (1.6%) in the predictive accuracy of consumption of CLBP.

Table 4.5 Revised Multiple Regression Analysis for Consumption of CLBP

(Constant)
Brand
Awareness/Association
Attitudes toward
CLBP
Perceived Behavioural
Control

B-values
1.204

Standard
error
0.601

-0.363

0.082

0.700
0.430

Standardized
regression
coefficients
(β)

t-value
2.005

Significant
level (p)
0.046

-0.236

-4.421

0.000**

0.087

0.423

8.036

0.000**

0.069

0.328

6.198

0.000**

R2 = 0.391; F = 51.364**
Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

4.3.2 Loyalty to Counterfeits (RQ2)
Research Question 2 aimed to analyse whether counterfeit ownership is associated with
loyalty to CLBP. The results showed that counterfeit owners demonstrated loyalty to
CLBP in comparison with non-owners, since counterfeit owners had a more favourable
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attitude toward CLBP, a stronger intention to purchase and use CLBP, and a higher
acceptable price level for CLBP than non-owners. Furthermore, 59% of counterfeit
owners possessed multiple types of CLBP. These four loyalty characteristics to CLBP
were tested separately. The results of each loyalty characteristic are presented as follows:

Attitudes toward Counterfeits
Counterfeit owners showed a more favourable attitude toward CLBP than non-owners.
The results of one-way ANOVA are presented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Comparison of Owners’ and Non-Owners’ Attitudes

No harm to intellectual property
No harm to interests and rights
No harm to luxury brand industry
Bring prestige
Similar quality with legal versions
Similar functions with legal versions
Reliable as legal versions
Legal
Ethical
Little chance of being caught

Owners
Mean
SD
2.79
1.572
2.57
1.477
2.59
1.493
4.33
1.791
2.96
1.703
3.94
1.787
2.82
1.590
3.38
1.764
3.03
1.515
4.58
1.651

Non-owners
Mean
SD
2.40
1.474
2.46
1.528
2.42
1.576
3.78
1.831
2.32
1.461
3.41
1.803
2.25
1.250
2.71
1.624
2.44
1.368
4.17
1.567

F
3.762
0.310
0.747
5.530
9.645
5.024
9.375
9.241
10.072
3.845

p
0.054
0.578
0.388
0.020*
0.002**
0.026*
0.002**
0.003**
0.002**
0.051

Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree.

The results demonstrated that counterfeit owners had a more favourable perception of
CLBP than do non-owners on a considerable number of perception items of attitudes.
Specifically, the results revealed that compared with non-owners, counterfeit owners
were more likely to consider that CLBP enabled consumers to enjoy the prestige of
genuine luxury brands (F = 5.530, p < 0.05); that CLBP’ quality (F = 9.645, p < 0.01),
functionality (F = 5.024, p < 0.05), and reliability (F = 9.375, p < 0.01) were similar to
the genuine luxury-branded products; and that consuming CLBP was not associated
with illegal (F = 9.241, p < 0.01) or unethical behaviour (F = 10.072, p < 0.01).
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Additionally, there were no significant differences in the remaining perception items of
attitudes across these two groups. Counterfeit owners and non-owners had no
significant difference in the thought that CLBP infringed intellectual property (F =
3.762, p > 0.05), damaged the interests and rights of luxury brand manufacturers (F =
0.310, p > 0.05), as well as damaged the luxury brand industry (F = 0.747, p > 0.05).
(These three items are known as social consequences caused by counterfeits.)
Furthermore, there was no significant difference in perceptions of the chance of being
caught when purchasing counterfeits (F = 3.845, p > 0.05) across counterfeit owners
and non-owners. Generally, except for the social consequences caused by counterfeits
and the chance of being caught when purchasing counterfeits, counterfeit owners
showed a more accepting and favourable attitude toward CLBP than non-owners.
Therefore H2a was supported.

Behavioural Intentions
Counterfeit owners were shown to have a stronger intention to purchase and use CLBP
than non-owners. The results of one-way ANOVA are provided in Table 4.7. As
revealed previously (Section 4.2.1), the majority of counterfeit owners (approximately
75%) had purchased CLBP themselves. Therefore, in the current test, counterfeit
owners’ intentions to purchase and use CLBP was regarded as “repurchase intentions”
based on their current counterfeit ownership status.

Table 4.7 Comparison of Owners’ and Non-Owners’ Behavioural Intentions

Recommend to a friend/family
Purchase for a friend/family
Purchase for self
Use for self

Owners
Mean
SD
3.76
1.657
4.01
1.749
4.13
1.705
4.25
1.761

Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

1 = Not at All Likely, 7 = Definitely Will.
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Non-owners
Mean
SD
2.21
1.332
2.95
1.787
2.49
1.557
2.74
1.712

F
63.573
21.442
6.0402
45.747

p
0.000**
0.000**
0.000**
0.000**

The results illustrated that counterfeit owners had a stronger intention to purchase and
use CLBP than non-owners for all the four criteria. Specifically, the results showed that,
compared with non-owners, counterfeit owners were more likely to recommend CLBP
to a friend/family (F = 63.573, p < 0.01), and purchase CLBP for a friend/family (F =
21.442, p < 0.01). Furthermore, counterfeit owners had more willingness to purchase (F
= 6.0402, p < 0.01) and use (F = 45.747, p < 0.01) CLBP themselves than non-owners.
Therefore, counterfeit ownership did have a significant influence on consumers’ future
consumption of CLBP: participants who owned CLBP were more likely to purchase and
use CLBP than participants who did not own CLBP, which led to counterfeit owners’
repeated CLBP purchase behaviour. Thus, H2b was supported.

Acceptable Price Level for Counterfeits
Counterfeit owners were found to be willing to pay higher prices for CLBP than nonowners. Table 4.8 details the differences in acceptable price level for CLBP between
counterfeit owners and non-owners.

Table 4.8 Comparison of Owners’ and Non-Owners’ Acceptable Price Level

Expected Price Level
Maximum Price Level

Owners
Mean
SD
2.71
1.189
3.45
1.254

Non-owners
Mean
SD
2.58
1.215
3.01
1.278

F
0.778
7.328

p
0.379
0.007**

Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

1 = 1-10%; 5 = 41% and more (indicated by the percentage of the price of genuine
products)

The results demonstrated no statistically significant difference in the expected price
level for CLBP across counterfeit owners and non-owners (F = 0.778, p > 0.05).
Participants all expected a reasonable quality CLBP to have a low price. As for the
maximum acceptable price level for a reasonable quality CLBP, a significant difference
was identified, with counterfeit owners having a higher maximum acceptable price level
for CLBP than non-owners (F = 7.328, p < 0.01). Therefore, the results suggested that
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both counterfeit owners and non-owners expected the price of CLBP to be low;
however, counterfeit owners were willing to pay higher prices for CLBP than nonowners. Therefore, H2c was supported.

Possession of Counterfeits
The results of frequency analysis revealed that counterfeit owners were likely to possess
multiple types of CLBP, as the majority of counterfeit owners (59%) possessed at least
two types of CLBP. The results of frequency analysis are presented in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Number of Types of CLBP Possessed
Total types possessed

Frequency

Percentage

Cumulative percentage

1
2
3
4
5
6
Total

50
34
18
11
4
5
122

41.0%
27.9%
14.8%
9.0%
3.3%
4.1%
100%

41.0%
68.9%
83.6%
92.6%
95.9%
100.0%

Among the 122 counterfeit owners, 50 participants possessed only one type of CLBP,
which accounted for approximately 41% of the total owners. Thirty-four participants
(27.9%) possessed two different types of CLBP. Eighteen participants (14.8%) reported
possessing three different types of CLBP. Subsequently, nine participants (7.4%)
reported possessing at least five types of CLBP. In general, 72 out of 122 counterfeit
owners (59%) reported possessing at least two types of CLBP, which indicated a high
overall possession of counterfeits for counterfeit owners. Therefore, H2d was supported.

Overall, the loyalty characteristics to CLBP were examined separately. Counterfeit
owners had a more favourable attitude toward CLBP than non-owners, and a stronger
intention to purchase and use CLBP than non-owners; counterfeit owners were willing
to pay higher prices for CLBP than non-owners; and the majority of counterfeit owners
(59%) possessed multiple types of CLBP. Having fitted in all the loyalty characteristics
to CLBP proposed in Chapter 2 of this thesis (Section 2.3.3), it can be concluded that
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counterfeit owners do display loyalty to CLBP. This is the first time that a study has
examined the effects of counterfeit ownership on consumer loyalty to CLBP and the
results demonstrate significant results for all four characteristics of loyalty.

4.3.3 Perceptions of Genuine Luxury Brands (RQ3)
The analysis for Research Question 3 focused on whether counterfeit ownership
affected the CBBE of genuine luxury brands. The comparison of perceptions of genuine
luxury brands between counterfeit owners and non-owners was performed by
conducting one-way ANOVA. The results revealed that counterfeit ownership did not
alter the equity of genuine luxury brands: CLBP owners and non-owners did not have
significantly different perceptions of genuine luxury brands. The results are detailed in
Table 4.10.

Table 4.10 Comparison of CBBE between Owners and Non-Owners
Owners
Mean
SD

Non-owners
Mean
SD

F

p

Brand Loyalty
High loyalty
First choice
Only choice

4.30
4.66
3.70

1.739
1.817
1.754

4.36
4.90
3.89

1.692
1.666
1.801

0.056
1.160
0.664

0.812
0.283
0.416

5.63
5.51

1.438
1.356

5.88
5.63

1.118
1.253

2.301
0.497

0.131
0.481

1.244
1.180
1.328
1.484
1.349

5.96
5.74
5.68
6.09
6.06

1.073
1.250
1.307
1.102
1.032

1.056
0.890
0.266
1.512
2.379

0.305
0.347
0.606
0.220
0.124

Perceived Quality
High quality
High function

Brand Awareness/Association
Able to recognize
Able to be aware
Characteristics recall
Symbol/logo recall
Picture in mind

5.80
5.89
5.59
5.89
5.82

Notes: *significant at p < 0.05; **significant at p < 0.01

1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree.
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The results of one-way ANOVA demonstrated no significant difference in perceptions
of brand loyalty, perceived quality and brand awareness/association of genuine luxury
brands between counterfeit owners and non-owners (all the p values were greater than
0.05 in Table 4.10). Therefore, H3 was supported. The results indicated that, from a
perception perspective, counterfeit ownership did not appear to alter the CBBE of
genuine luxury brands.

4.4 Summary of Results
The current section summarises and concludes the results of hypotheses for each
research question. As shown in Table 4.11, a total of 12 hypotheses were proposed
throughout the three research questions of this study. Eight of the hypotheses in the
study were supported; the rest of the four hypotheses were rejected, which highlights
the contributions of this study. Specifically, three of seven hypothesized relationships
were supported in Research Question 1. As such, brand awareness/association of
genuine luxury brands had a significant negative relationship with counterfeit
consumption; attitudes toward CLBP and perceived behavioural control were positively
related to counterfeit consumption. Nevertheless, brand loyalty of genuine luxury
brands, perceived quality of genuine luxury brands, Price Consciousness, and subjective
norm had no significant associations with counterfeit consumption. Furthermore, all the
four hypotheses proposed in Research Question 2 were supported. Hence, counterfeit
owners were shown to be loyal to CLBP in comparison with non-owners in terms of
attitudes toward CLBP, repeated CLBP purchase behaviour, prices paid for CLBP, and
overall possession of CLBP. In addition, the singular hypothesis made in Research
Question 3 was supported. So there were no significant difference in perceptions of
genuine luxury brands between counterfeit owners and non-owners. The conclusions
arising from these results are discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4.11 Summary of Results for Hypotheses
Hypotheses/Expectations

Results

Research Question 1: Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions, Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors motivate consumers
to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
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H1a: Brand loyalty of genuine luxury brands is negatively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
H1b: Perceived quality of genuine luxury brands is negatively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
H1c: Brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands is negatively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products.
H1d: Price Consciousness is positively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
H1e: Attitudes toward Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products are positively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products.
H1f: Subjective norm is positively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
H1g: Perceived behavioural control is positively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

Rejected
Rejected
Supported
Rejected
Supported
Rejected
Supported

Research Question 2: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products generate loyalty to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
H2a: Counterfeit owners have a more favourable attitude toward Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than non-owners.

Supported

H2b: Counterfeit owners have a stronger intention to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than non-owners.
H2c: Counterfeit owners are willing to pay a higher price for Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products than non-owners.
H2d: The majority of counterfeit owners possess multiple types of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

Supported
Supported
Supported

Research Question 3: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products affect the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?
H3: Counterfeit owners demonstrate no difference in their perceptions of genuine luxury brands as compared with non-owners.

Supported

4.5 Conclusion
Chapter 4 presented the results of the statistical analysis of the survey data. In particular,
Section 4.2 provided the counterfeit ownership status of participants and the reliability
of measurement scales. Section 4.3 presented the results of hypotheses for each research
question. The following section, Section 4.4, summarised and concluded the results of
hypotheses.

The following chapter, Chapter 5, discusses the research findings. Initially, the
conclusions drawn from each research question is discussed within the current research
context. Next, the theoretical and practical implications of the study are provided. Lastly,
the limitations of this study and the directions for further research are presented.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
5.1 Introduction
The survey data was analysed and the results were presented in Chapter 4. In Chapter 5
(Figure 5.1), attention is given to the discussion of the conclusions drawn from each
research question (Section 5.2). The implications of this study for the wider body of
knowledge as well as for brand owners and policy makers are provided (Section 5.3).
Then, the limitations of this study are discussed (Section 5.4) and directions for further
research are presented (Section 5.5).

Section 5.2: Conclusions from the Research
Discusses the conclusions drawn from each research question

Section 5.3: Implications
Provides the implications for theory and practice

Section 5.4: Limitations
Presents the limitations of this study

Section 5.5: Further Research
Provides the directions for further research

Figure 5.1 Structure of Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion
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5.2 Conclusions from the Research
This thesis addressed the following three research questions:
RQ 1. Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity (CBBE) dimensions, Price
Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) factors motivate
consumers to purchase and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
(CLBP),
RQ 2. Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products generate loyalty
to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products, and
RQ 3. Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products affect the
Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?
The conclusions and contributions derived from examining these questions are
summarised in Table 5.1 and introduced below.

In relation to Research Question 1, the data analysis showed that three of the seven
independent variables examined in this study were significantly related to CLBP
consumption: brand awareness/association of genuine luxury brands, attitudes toward
counterfeits, and perceived behavioural control (Section 4.3.1). This leads to the
conclusion that CLBP consumption motivation increases when consumers have less
awareness/association with the genuine brand, have a more favourable attitude toward
counterfeiting in general, and believe that they can more readily obtain counterfeit
products. A further reading of the result for brand awareness/association is that higher
awareness/association is associated with a lower likelihood of consuming counterfeit
versions of the brand.

In relation to Research Question 2, the results showed that owners of counterfeit luxury
products display loyalty to counterfeits in terms of all four loyalty characteristics. That
is, compared to non-owners, counterfeit owners have more favourable attitudes toward
counterfeits, stronger intentions to consume counterfeits, a willingness to pay higher
prices for counterfeits, and a higher overall possession of counterfeits (Section 4.3.2).
This prompts the conclusion that ownership of CLBP is associated with, and possibly
generates, loyalty to counterfeits as a product or brand category.
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Table 5.1 Summary of Key Findings from the Study
Variables (Hypotheses)

Key Conclusions

Key Contributions

Research Question 1: Do Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions, Price Consciousness and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors motivate consumers to purchase
and use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
CBBE Dimensions
(H1a, H1b, H1c)
Price Consciousness
(H1d)
TPB Factors
(H1e, H1f, H1g)

Purchase likelihood of counterfeits is higher when consumers
have:
 less familiarity and association with the genuine luxury
brand;
 more favourable attitudes toward counterfeits; and
 a greater perception of the availability of counterfeits.

Extends the existing counterfeit consumption knowledge by
examining the role of CBBE dimensions, Price
Consciousness, and TPB factors in motivating consumers to
purchase and use CLBP.

Research Question 2: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products generate loyalty to Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products?
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Loyalty Characteristics to
Counterfeits
(H2a, H2b, H2c, H2d)

Counterfeit ownership generates loyalty to counterfeits since it
increases consumers’:
 attitudinal favourability toward counterfeits;
 likelihood to consume counterfeits;
 willingness to pay high prices for counterfeits; and
 overall possession of counterfeits.

Further explores the impacts of counterfeit ownership on
consumers’ future consumption of CLBP by revealing that
counterfeit ownership generates loyalty to CLBP.

Research Question 3: Does ownership of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products affect Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands?
Perceptions of Genuine
Luxury Brands
(H3)

Counterfeit ownership may not harm the Consumer-Based
Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands.

Provides evidence that counterfeit ownership does not
diminish the CBBE of genuine luxury brands from a
perception perspective.

In relation to Research Question 3, this study compared counterfeit owner and nonowner perceptions of genuine luxury brands and found no significant difference
between the two groups (Section 4.3.3). This finding suggests that ownership of
counterfeit luxury products does not harm or diminish the Consumer-Based Brand
Equity of genuine luxury brands.

The following sections elaborate on the conclusions for each research question.

5.2.1 Motives for Consumption of Counterfeits (RQ1)
Research Question 1 examined whether the Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions
(brand loyalty, perceived quality, and brand awareness/association), Price
Consciousness, and Theory of Planned Behaviour factors (attitudes toward counterfeits,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioural control) are related to the consumption of
CLBP. The overall conclusion was that higher CLBP consumption is related to lower
genuine brand awareness/association, more favourable attitudes toward counterfeiting,
and ease of obtaining counterfeit products (noted above). The following discussion
looks more closely at the results in terms of CBBE, Price Consciousness, and the TPB.

Consumer-Based Brand Equity
This study hypothesized that the three dimensions of Consumer-Based Brand Equity
would be negatively related to the consumption of counterfeit luxury products (H1a:
brand loyalty, H1b: perceived quality, and H1c: brand awareness/association). Previous
research in this area has examined factors such as perceived quality differences between
counterfeits and genuine products (Jenner and Artun, 2005), brand image of counterfeits
(Bian and Moutinho, 2011a), and loyalty to genuine luxury brands (Sahin and Atilgan,
2011). However, CBBE is a vital brand concept and has not previously been applied to
studies of counterfeit consumption (Section 2.4.1). The examination of CBBE
dimensions in the current study extends, and contributes to, the existing literature. In
particular, the study supported H1c, but rejected H1b and H1a, illustrating that brand
awareness/association of genuine luxury brands has a significant negative relationship
with counterfeit consumption while perceived quality and brand loyalty is not related to
counterfeit consumption (Section 4.3.1).
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By looking at the results of brand awareness/association and perceived quality, this
study suggests that consumers with more knowledge and/or association with genuine
brands are less likely to consume counterfeits. However, the perceived quality of
genuine luxury brands has no influence on consumer decisions to purchase counterfeits.
The results are consistent with previous findings that consumers purchase counterfeits
for the symbolic meanings associated with genuine brands rather than for the product
attributes (Penz and Stöttinger, 2008; Bian and Moutinho, 2011a). In this sense,
consumers assign more value to brand awareness/association than perceived quality
when consuming counterfeits. Therefore, the more consumers are familiar with the
genuine luxury brands, the less symbolic benefits they may get from counterfeits; as a
result, their intentions to purchase counterfeits may be discouraged.

In contrast to the findings of Sahin and Atilgan (2011), this study found that brand
loyalty of genuine luxury brands was not associated with counterfeit consumption. This
may be due to the different income levels of research samples. This study recruited
university student samples with low incomes whereas Sahin and Atilgan (2011)
recruited samples with various income levels. Therefore, the importance of brand
loyalty in purchase decisions may vary across different income levels as claimed by
Chance and French (1972). For instance, loyalty to a genuine luxury brand usually
refers to considering the genuine luxury-branded product as the first or even only choice
(Beatty and Kahle, 1988; Yoo and Donthu, 2001). High-income consumers can easily
make purchase decisions based on their loyalty to a particular genuine luxury brand
without worrying about financial issues. However, this is not feasible for low-income
consumers to purchase the genuine brand(s) they are loyal to due to their financial
constraints (Chance and French, 1972).

Price Consciousness
It was anticipated that Price Consciousness would be positively related to counterfeit
consumption (H1d). Previous studies have had conflicting findings regarding the direct
relationship between Price Consciousness and counterfeit consumption (Penz and
Stöttinger, 2005; Phau and Teah, 2009) (Section 2.4.1). This study included the variable
to provide evidence that may help to resolve the uncertainty in the literature. The
analysis rejected H1d, showing that Price Consciousness was not significantly related to
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CLBP consumption (Section 4.3.1). Therefore, this study is consistent with the findings
of Penz and Stöttinger (2005) and provides support for the view that consumer concern
about value for money does not necessarily influence CLBP consumption.

At first, the current results may appear to conflict with Phau and Teah (2009) who
found that Price Consciousness is positively related with counterfeit consumption.
However, the apparent conflict might actually be due to differences in the country
settings (Australia vs. China) and the age of the samples (this study focused on young
adults aged 18-25 years while Phau and Teah (2009) focused on consumers aged 21-45
years). Related research indicates that consumers in different countries and age ranges
may hold different beliefs about and attitudes toward counterfeits (Bian and Veloutsou,
2007; Huang, 2009). Therefore, rather than conflicting with the Phau and Teah (2009),
consolidation of the findings suggests that the effects of Price Consciousness on
counterfeit consumption are mediated by culture and age. Furthermore, Price
Consciousness still shows the significance on CLBP consumption (Bloch et al., 1993;
Dodge et al., 1996), since it indirectly influeneces counterfeit consumption through
attitudes (Ang et al., 2001; Kim and Karpova, 2010; Wang et al., 2005).

Theory of Planned Behaviour
The three factors of the Theory of Planned Behaviour - attitudes toward counterfeits
(H1e), subjective norm (H1f), and perceived behavioural control (H1g) - were
hypothesized to be positively related to consumption of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products. Extant literature has tested the Theory of Planned Behaviour in the context of
software piracy (Chang, 1998; Peace et al., 2003), music piracy (Kwong and Lee, 2002),
and fashion counterfeits (Kim and Karpova, 2010) but not luxury-branded counterfeits
(Section 2.4.2). This study addressed the gap in the literature. The results supported H1e
and H1g, but rejected H1f, demonstrating that attitudes toward counterfeits and
perceived behavioural control can predict CLBP consumption but subjective norm does
not. These results are consistent with, and extend, previous indications that the Theory
of Planned Behaviour is valuable in predicting consumers’ unethical behaviour (Kim
and Karpova, 2010; Kwong and Lee, 2002; Madden et al., 1992; Peace et al., 2003;
Penz and Stöttinger, 2005; Sheppard et al., 1988). More broadly, the results also support
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the claim of Ajzen (1991) and Beck and Ajzen (1991) about the relative importance of
the three TPB factors may vary across situations.

Combined Concepts
This study also examined the three main concepts – CBBE, Price Consciousness, and
TPB – simultaneously through the multiple regression analysis. At the concept level, the
results indicate that consumption of luxury counterfeits is related to one CBBE
dimension (genuine brand awareness/association) and two TPB factors (attitudes toward
counterfeits and perceived behaviour control).

5.2.2 Loyalty to Counterfeits (RQ2)
Research Question 2 examined whether CLBP ownership was associated with loyalty to
counterfeits: owners were hypothesized to be more loyal to counterfeits than nonowners in terms of attitudes (H2a), intentions to consume (H2b), willingness to pay
higher prices (H2c), and overall possession (H2d). The ANOVA and frequency analysis
results supported the four hypotheses, showing that counterfeit owners had more
favourable attitudes toward counterfeits, stronger intentions to consume counterfeits, a
higher maximum acceptable price level for counterfeits than non-owners, and that a
high percentage of counterfeit owners (59%) possessed at least two types of counterfeits
(Section 4.3.2). The results indicate that CLBP owners demonstrate loyalty to
counterfeits in general. Previous research shows that counterfeit consumption has
positive impacts on consumers (e.g., Ang et al., 2001; Bian and Moutinho, 2011b;
Huang, 2009; Phau and Teah, 2009; Wang et al. 2005). However, the current study
extends that work to argue that counterfeit ownership can generate loyalty to
counterfeits as product category, supporting the claim that counterfeit owners show
some degree of loyalty toward CLBP (Tom et al., 1998).

As suggested by the results of this study, once consumers obtain counterfeits, they may
behave more loyally to counterfeits than non-owners. This could be because counterfeit
owners usually hold a positive image of counterfeits and do not believe counterfeits are
inferior (Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000), and the positive image and belief in counterfeits
may motivate counterfeit owners to repeatedly purchase counterfeits. Furthermore,
consumers may purchase counterfeits habitually (Kim and Karpova, 2010). Once
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counterfeit consumption behaviour becomes a habit for consumers, the money they
spend on counterfeits and their overall possession of counterfeits may greatly increase.
Therefore, the impacts of counterfeit ownership on consumers may not only remain at
an attitudinal level, but may subsequently drive consumers to purchase and use more
counterfeits and pay more for counterfeits. From this it can be seen that counterfeit
owners demonstrate loyalty to counterfeits.

5.2.3 Perceptions of Genuine Luxury Brands (RQ3)
Research Question 3 investigated whether ownership of counterfeit luxury products
affected the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of the genuine luxury brands. This study
hypothesized that counterfeit owners and non-owners would not differ in their
perceptions of genuine luxury brands (H3). The ANOVA results supported this
hypothesis of no significant difference (Section 4.3.3). This is the first time that
research has directly examined the impact of counterfeit ownership on the CBBE of
genuine products. The result indicates that CLBP ownership does not appear to diminish
or harm the CBBE of the genuine luxury brand.

More broadly, the question of whether counterfeits harm genuine luxury brands is
debated in the relevant literature. Various researchers speak of negative outcomes, such
as harming the profit, value, and symbolic meaning of genuine brands (e.g., Cademan et
al., 2012; Commuri, 2009; Gentry et al., 2006; Phau and Teah, 2009; Wilcox et al.,
2009; Wilke and Zaichkowsky, 1999; Zhou and Hui, 2003). At the same time, others
contend that counterfeits do not necessarily harm genuine brands (Barnett, 2005; Bian
and Moutinho, 2011b; Gabrielli et al., 2012; Hieke, 2010; Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000).
The results of this study lend support to the view of not necessarily harming genuine
brands – at least in relation to the CBBE of the genuine product.

Existing literature identifies potential reasons why the CBBE of genuine brands is not
diminished by counterfeits. For example, Hieke (2010) found that consumers who are
aware of, and engage with, counterfeiting feel that counterfeits do not damage genuine
luxury brands. Also, consumers seek the symbolic meaning of genuine luxury brands
through purchasing cheap replicas (Eisend and Schuchert-Güler, 2006), which may then
reinforce rather than harm the status of the brand. Furthermore, in the case of non67

deceptive counterfeiting when consumers know the product is not genuine, there would
be limited reason to link any judgements about the counterfeit product to the genuine
brand (Hieke, 2010; Penz and Stöttinger, 2008). Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that
CLBP ownership does not threaten the CBBE of genuine luxury brands.

5.3 Implications
5.3.1 Implications for Theory
Overall, this study has five implications for theory. These implications are initially
summarized in Table 5.2, and then discussed in details.

Table 5.2 Summary of Implications for Theory
1

Higher brand awareness/association with genuine luxury brands has a
significant negative relationship with CLBP consumption.

2

Price consciousness is not related to CLBP consumption among young adult
Australians but the Price Consciousness-CLBP relationship may differ across
national contexts and/or consumer age.

3

Two of the three TPB factors (i.e., attitudes to counterfeit consumption and
perceived behavioural control) help to explain CLBP consumption.

4

Owners of counterfeit luxury brands appear to develop loyalty to counterfeits as
a product category.

5

Ownership of counterfeit luxury brands does not diminish the CBBE of the
genuine luxury brands.

Firstly, the current study reveals that CBBE dimension of brand awareness/association
of genuine luxury brands has a significant negative relationship with consumption of
CLBP. That is, higher levels of genuine brand awareness/association are related to
lower likelihood of consuming the counterfeit version – suggesting that familiarity with
the genuine brand may foster rejection or avoidance of the counterfeit version. At the
opposite end of the scale, a higher likelihood of consuming the counterfeit product
occurs with lower levels of genuine brand awareness/association. Existing theory
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suggests that CLBP consumption is not only a product choice but also a brand choice
(Bian and Moutinho, 2011a). The results of this study extend that theory to suggest that
counterfeit rejection/avoidance is a brand choice while counterfeit consumption may be
an attempt to develop brand familairity and associations.

The second implication for theory relates to Price Consciousness. The existing literature
debates whether or not Price Consciousness affects CLBP consumption (Section 2.4.1).
The current study found no significant impact of Price Consciousness on consumers’
intentions to purchase or use counterfeits. At the same time, the research observed that
the role of this variable appears to differ across national/cultural contexts and consumer
age groups. The implications for theory are that Price Consciousness does not appear to
be relevant to young adult Australians but that the importance of Price Consciousness
may be mediated by nationality and age.

Thirdly, this study advances the understanding counterfeit consumption by examining
the TPB factors in the context of counterfeit luxury brands. This aspect of the research
addresses a gap in the literature by i) applying the TPB factors to the luxury counterfeit
context and ii) by identifying that two of the three factors (i.e., attitudes toward
counterfeits and perceived behavioural control) predict CLBP consumption but the third
factor (i.e., subjective norm) does not. The implications for theory are that CLBP
consumption is better understood by taking account of consumer attitudes toward
counterfeits in general and perceived ability to obtain counterfeit products.

The fourth implication for theory is that owners of counterfeit luxury brands appear to
develop loyalty to counterfeits as a product category. Previous studies have compared
owners and non-owners in terms of various issues, such as perceptions, attitudes, and
image. However, this study uniquely compared owners and non-owners in terms of the
four characteristics of consumer loyalty (Section 2.3.3). The study identified significant
differences between groups for all four characteristics. The findings address a gap in the
literature and contribute to theory by identifying that consumers can, and do, develop
loyalty to counterfeits as if counterfeits are a product category or brand.

The fifth and final implication for theory is that ownership of counterfeit luxury brands
does not diminish the CBBE of the genuine luxury brands. The literature has an ongoing
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debate as to whether or not counterfeits harm genuine luxury brands (Section 2.3.2).
This study helps to resolve, or at least clarify, one aspect of the debate by focusing on
the consumer-based equity of genuine luxury brands. Owners and non-owners of
counterfeits showed no significant differences in their perceptions of genuine brands.
Therefore, the findings of this study indicate that counterfeit ownership does not appear
to harm or devalue consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands.

5.3.2 Implications for Practice
This study has four practical implications. Firstly, the results of this study may assist
luxury brand owners and policy makers to better understand consumer motives for
purchasing and using counterfeits. Specifically, this study found that brand
awareness/association of genuine luxury brands negatively influenced counterfeit
consumption. Therefore, consumers who have more knowledge and/or personal
connections with genuine brands are less likely to purchase and use counterfeits. Also,
attitudes toward counterfeits played a significant role in driving consumers to purchase
and use counterfeits. As such, the more favourable attitudes consumers hold toward
counterfeits, the more willingness they have to consume counterfeits. Furthermore,
perceived behavioural control was also found to have a significant influence on
counterfeit consumption. Therefore, the higher consumers perceive the availability of
counterfeits to be, the more likely it is that they will acquire counterfeits in the future.
With the acquisition of such knowledge (motives for counterfeit consumption), luxury
brand owners and policy makers may gain a better understanding of consumer motives
for purchasing and using counterfeits. Such knowledge may also assist luxury brand
owners and policy makers to achieve a certain level of prediction of consumer purchase
behaviour relating to counterfeits.

Secondly, as counterfeits were not found to harm consumer perceptions of genuine
luxury brands in the short term, this study suggests no immediate necessity for luxury
brand owners to deter counterfeit consumption in a practical sense (with the exception
of ethical/legal issues). Since the value of a luxury brand can be largely reflected by its
Consumer-Based Brand Equity (Farquhar, 1990), an examination of the effects of
counterfeit ownership on the Consumer-Based Brand Equity of genuine luxury brands
can help luxury brand owners to better evaluate the real difficulties they are having
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because of counterfeits. As indicated by the results of this study, counterfeit ownership
does not seem to alter consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands, implying that the
core asset of genuine luxury brands (Consumer-Based Brand Equity) may not be
harmed by the possession of counterfeits. Therefore, luxury brand owners may not
immediately need to invest a large amount of resources in developing strategies to deter
counterfeit consumption.

Thirdly, when considering ethical and legal issues, this study suggests to luxury brand
owners and policy makers various strategies to deter counterfeit consumption.
Counterfeits usually cause discontent among luxury brand owners, as counterfeits
unethically and illegally “steal” from luxury brands (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b;
Gabrielli et al., 2012; Phau et al., 2009), no matter whether or not counterfeits harm
consumer perceptions of genuine luxury brands. This implies that luxury brand owners
and policy makers may need to develop strategies to deter consumers from purchasing
or using counterfeits with consideration of ethical and legal issues. Specifically, brand
awareness/association of genuine bands, attitudes toward counterfeits, and perceived
behavioural control were found to be the significant determinants of counterfeit
consumption in this study. Therefore, luxury brand owners should use brand
awareness/association as an effective weapon; marketing activities that increase the
exposure of genuine luxury brands and build connections between genuine luxury
brands and consumers are likely to hamper counterfeit consumption. Also, decreasing
consumers’ attitudinal evaluation of counterfeits may provide another opportunity to
reduce counterfeit consumption. Furthermore, luxury brand owners and policy makers
should consider increasing the difficulty of obtaining counterfeits as an effective
method of deterring consumers from purchasing or using counterfeits.

Finally, it was found that counterfeit ownership generated loyalty to counterfeits in this
study. This finding therefore assists policy makers to better evaluate the effects of
counterfeits on consumers and their future consumption of counterfeits in terms of
loyalty to counterfeits. Prior research revealed that counterfeit ownership altered
consumers’ perceptions, attitudes, and image relating to counterfeits (Ang et al., 2001;
Bian and Moutinho, 2011b; Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). This study further indicates
that counterfeit owners may develop loyalty toward counterfeits in the context of
consumer attitudes, repeated purchase behaviour, price paid, and overall possession
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associated with counterfeits. These findings provide a strong knowledge base via which
policy makers may understand and evaluate the effects of counterfeits at an individual
consumer level.

5.4 Limitations and Further Research
The study has some limitations that should be taken into account. Firstly, although the
adoption of a university student sample in this study is justifiable, it may potentially
limit the research findings. As discussed in Section 3.3.1, the age range of the student
sample falls into the population of interest of the study. The student sample is also
found to be most ambitious in regard to consuming counterfeits. These characteristics
all make the student sample highly appropriate for this study. However, the student
sample may also limit the general application of the research findings. For instance,
students’ purchase motives may only be representative of low-income consumers.
However, counterfeits are not only consumed by low-income consumers; high-income
groups also buy counterfeits (Gentry et al., 2006). The results of this study, therefore,
may not be applicable to a high-income group. In addition, it may not be appropriate to
generalize the research findings to consumers who are in age ranges different from
those of typical university students, as consumers in different age ranges may have
different motives for consuming counterfeits (Bian and Veloutsou, 2007).
Secondly, the research findings of this study rely on participants’ self-reported
responses, which may not be a reliable reflection of their actual behaviour (Aaker et al.
2007). Additionally, the self-reported responses may involve some cases of underreporting (Huang, 2009). As a result, the validity or reliability of the research findings
may be influenced. Nevertheless, the implementation of a self-reporting technique is
justifiable in the current study. As this study’s focus is on investigating consumers’
intended behaviour relating to counterfeits and their motivations behind counterfeit
consumption, the self-reporting technique provides more valuable knowledge on
consumers’ thoughts than observation (Aaker et al. 2007). Furthermore, due to
considerations of time and resource constraints, the use of a self-reporting technique is
considered to be more viable than observation (Aaker et al. 2007). In addition, extant
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studies support the adoption of a self-reporting technique (Chang, 1998; Peace et al.,
2003; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005; Wilcox et al., 2009).

There are a number of potential opportunities for further research emerging from the
limitations. Firstly, further research should consider various income level groups of
consumers instead of only university students with limited incomes. In particular, the
target consumers of genuine luxury brands (i.e. high-income consumers, high social
class consumers) should be the focus of further research. As demographic variables
(that is, income level, age) influence consumers’ counterfeit purchase patterns (Bian and
Veloutsou, 2007; Wee et al. 1995), the motives for consuming counterfeits may vary
across different income level groups. Furthermore, knowing the motives of high-income
consumers when consuming counterfeits can assist genuine luxury brands to better
determine and understand their most relevant consumers, since luxury brand owners
generally identify high-income consumers as their target consumers. As for highincome consumers, it is expected that Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions may
have a more significant influence on counterfeit consumption than for university
students, since individuals with high incomes and social class have more financial
flexibility, and are more concerned about the symbolic meanings of products (Chance
and French, 1972; Martineau, 1968).

Secondly, future research could introduce more brand factors to further extend the study
of counterfeit consumption from a brand aspect. Vital brand concepts, such as brand
personality, brand status, and brand performance, can be introduced and examined as
potential influencing factors in further investigations. The current study provides
preliminary evidence that a particular brand factor of genuine luxury brands (brand
awareness/association) has a significant impact on counterfeit consumption. As some
researchers may view this study’s focus on Aaker’s (1991) and Keller’s (1993)
Consumer-Based Brand Equity dimensions as a limitation, it is necessary to further
explore potential influences of other vital brand factors on counterfeit consumption. The
inclusion of other brand factors, such as brand personality (Bian and Moutinho, 2011b;
Blackston, 1995), brand status (Wee et al. 1995), and brand performance (Lassar et al.,
1995), can contribute to expanding the knowledge of counterfeit consumption from a
brand aspect. Inspired by the results of this study, it is anticipated that brand personality
of genuine luxury brands, brand status of genuine luxury brands, and brand performance
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of genuine luxury brands may be negatively associated with the consumption of
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

Thirdly, future research could examine the effects of counterfeit ownership on consumer
loyalty to counterfeits by testing more attitudinal loyalty characteristics, such as postpurchase satisfaction (Quester and Neal, 2007) and first choice in mind (Mohammad,
2012; Oliver, 1999) in regard to counterfeits. As mentioned in Section 2.3.3 of this
thesis, the current study utilized four loyalty characteristics from a genuine luxury
brands aspect. As a preliminary study that sought to investigate counterfeit owners’
loyalty to counterfeits, this study intentionally focused on consumers’ behavioural
loyalty rather than attitudinal loyalty to counterfeits. For example, in this study, repeat
counterfeit purchase behaviour, high prices paid for counterfeits, and a high overall
possession of counterfeits are manifestations of behavioural loyalty to counterfeits
(Gremler and Brown, 1999; Keller, 1998; Oliver, 1997;1999; Quester and Neal, 2007),
whereas attitudes toward counterfeits are related with attitudinal loyalty to counterfeits
(Solomon et al., 2010). Therefore, future research could introduce more attitudinal
loyalty characteristics to further test counterfeit owners’ loyalty to counterfeits. It is
expected that counterfeit owners demonstrate higher loyalty characteristics to
counterfeits in terms of post-purchase satisfaction with counterfeits and first choice in
mind of counterfeits in comparison with non-owners. Further research which focuses on
this area may provide a deeper understanding of consumer loyalty to counterfeits caused
by counterfeit ownership.

Lastly, when examining the effects of counterfeits on genuine luxury brands, further
research could focus on profit or sales rather than consumer perceptions, which may
provide additional implications for luxury brand companies. This study provides further
support for the conclusion that counterfeits may not devalue genuine luxury brands
from a perception perspective (Barnett, 2005; Bian and Moutinho, 2011b; Hieke, 2010;
Nia and Zaichkowsky, 2000). Therefore, further research could focus on different
perspectives (that is, profit and sales) to deepen our understanding as to whether
counterfeits affect genuine luxury brands. For instance, if a consumer owns both
counterfeits and genuine products, it can hardly be concluded that counterfeits harm
genuine luxury brands, since the genuine luxury brand company does not potentially
lose a consumer because of their counterfeit ownership. Furthermore, an individual who
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does not have the financial means to afford genuine luxury brands may never become a
consumer of genuine brands, regardless of whether he/she owns counterfeits or not. In
this situation, the sales of and profits earned from genuine luxury products are still not
affected by counterfeits. In contrast, only the purchase decisions of consumers who
have the means to afford genuine luxury-branded products, yet make a single purchase
decision for counterfeits rather than genuine luxury products, can harm the sales of and
profits earned from genuine luxury products. Accordingly, it is expected that
counterfeits do not harm the sales of or profits earned from genuine luxury products.

5.5 Conclusion
The conclusions drawn from each research question were discussed in this chapter. In
particular, Section 5.2 discussed each research question within the current research
context. Section 5.3 then provided the theoretical and practical implications of the study.
Section 5.4 presented the limitations that should be considered in this study, and Section
5.5 provided some potential opportunities for further research.
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
Title: An Investigation of Consumers’ Motives to Purchase Counterfeit Luxury-branded
Products
Researchers
Dr Julie Francis
School of Management and Marketing
University of Wollongong
Phone: (02) 4221-5437
Email: jfrancis@uow.edu.au

Dr Lois Burgess
School of Management and Marketing
University of Wollongong
Phone: (02) 4221-4839
Email: lburgess@uow.edu.au

Mr Mingyuan Lu
School of Management and Marketing
University of Wollongong
Email: ml400@uow.edu.au
About the Study
This is an invitation to participate in a study conducted by researcher Mingyuan Lu at
the University of Wollongong whose work is supervised by Dr. Julie Francis and Dr.
Lois Burgess. The purpose of the research is to examine the factors that motivate
consumers to purchase Counterfeits of Luxury-Branded Products.
Method and Demands in Participants
To ensure your privacy and anonymity, tacit consent is adopted for the survey. Tacit
consent means that we do not ask you for any personal details or written signatures of
consent. This ensures that your participation is anonymous because we will not know
who you are. Also, tacit consent is indicated by voluntarily answering the questions then,
at the end, submitting the completed questionnaire to a collection box.
If you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete a pen-and-paper
questionnaire. The questionnaire will ask you questions about your attitude toward
shopping (e.g. your views on people’s opinions and price), luxury brands (e.g. what is
your favourite luxury brand, would you purchase counterfeits). The questionnaire will
also ask for some background information about you, but the UOW researchers do not
know, and will not ask for, your name or any personal details. Answering the survey
questions will take approximately 15 minutes of your time. Participation is on a
voluntary basis. The data collected will be reported in the research student’s thesis. This
will involve non-identifiable, aggregate data only. Aggregate results will also be
published in scholarly publications, such as conferences and journal papers.
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Risks, Inconveniences and Discomforts
Apart from the investment of your time to participate in the survey, there are no other
foreseeable risks for you. Your involvement in this study is voluntary and you may
withdraw your consent to participate at any time if you feel uncomfortable about the
questions. Declining to participate in the study will not affect your relationship with any
of the researchers or your relationship with the University of Wollongong.
Funding and Possible Benefits of the Research
This study is self-funded. The results of the study will provide a better understanding of
the reasons why consumers purchase Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products. This
information will be beneficial to researchers and brand owners/policy makers.
Ethics Review and Complaints
This study has been reviewed by the Human Research Ethics Committee (Social
Science, Humanities and Behavioural Science) of the University of Wollongong. If you
have any concerns or complaints regarding the way this research has been conducted,
you can contact the UOW Ethics Officer on (02) 4221 3386 or email rsoethics@uow.edu.au.
What do you do next if you’d like to participate?
If you think you would like to take part in the survey, please complete your questionnaire
then deposit your questionnaire in the box at front of the room. If you do not wish to
participate, please deposit your unanswered questionnaire in the box at front of the room.

If you would like further information about this project, please contact one of the
researchers named at the front of the Participant Information Sheet.
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE
Thank you for volunteering to participate in this study. This questionnaire contains five
sections. Please indicate your answer to the questions by placing a mark or cross in the
response option that is most appropriate for you.

Section 1
This section of the questionnaire is interested in whether other people and prices
influence the products that you buy. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with each of the following statements.

I rarely purchase the latest fashion
styles until I am sure my friend
approve of them.
It is important that others like the
products and brands I buy.
When buying products, I generally
purchase those brands that I think
others will approve of.
If other people can see me using a
product, I often purchase the brand
they expect me to buy.
I like to know what brands and
products make good impressions on
others.
I achieve a sense of belonging by
purchasing the same products and
brands that others purchase.
If I want to be like someone, I often
try to buy the same brands that they
buy.
I often identify with other people by
purchasing the same products and
brands they purchase.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Mildly
Neutral Mildly Agree Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

I am very concerned about low
prices, but I am equally concerned
about product quality.
When grocery shopping, I compare
the prices of different brands to be
sure I get the value for the money.
When purchasing a product, I
always try to maximize the quality I
get for the money I spend.
When I buy products, I like to be
sure that I am getting my money’s
worth.
I generally shop around for lower
prices on products, but they still
must meet certain quality
requirements before I will buy
them.
When I shop, I usually compare the
“price per unit” information for
brands I normally buy.
I always check prices at the grocery
store to be sure I get the best value
for the money I spent.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Mildly
Neutral Mildly Agree Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
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Section 2
This section focuses on luxury brands. Luxury brands are the brands with
 high level of prestige;


high level of quality;



high level of price (such as Gucci Louis Vuitton, Prada, Rolex, Bvlgari and so
forth.)

Please take a moment to think of your favourite luxury brand(s) then answer the
questions below about that brand(s).
Please write the name of your favourite luxury brand(s). _________________________
Thinking about your favourite luxury brand(s) (indicated above), please indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.

I consider myself to be highly loyal
to my favourite luxury brand.
My favourite luxury brand would
be my first choice.
I would not buy other brands if my
favourite luxury brand is available
at the store.
The likely quality of my favourite
luxury brand is extremely high.
The likelihood that my favourite
luxury brand would be functional is
very high.
I can recognize my favourite luxury
brand among other competing
brands
I am aware of my favourite luxury
brand.
Some characteristics of my
favourite luxury brand come to my
mind quickly.
I can quickly recall the symbol or
logo of my favourite luxury brand.
It is easy for me the picture my
favourite luxury brand in my mind.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Mildly
Neutral Mildly Agree Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
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Section 3
This section of the survey is interested in your general thoughts about Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products. The phenomenon of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
involves the manufacture of replicas of famous Luxury-Branded Products that are then
sold to consumers at a relatively lower price.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements.

Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products do not infringe intellectual
property.
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products do not damage interest
and rights of luxury brand
manufacturers.
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products do not damage the luxury
brand industry.
Without Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products, many people
will not be able to enjoy the
prestige brought by luxury brand.
The quality of Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products is similar to the
legal versions.
The functions of Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products are
similar to the legal versions.
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products are as reliable as the legal
versions.
Purchasing Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products is legal.
Purchasing Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products is ethical.
There is little chance of being
caught when purchasing
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Mildly
Neutral Mildly Agree Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree
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Still thinking about Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products. Please indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.

For me to purchase Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products in the
near future would be very easy.
If I want to, I could easily
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products in the near future.
I have complete control over
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products in the near future.
There are very few events outside
my control which could prevent me
from purchasing Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products in the
near future is very few.
Whether I purchase Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products in the
near future will be entirely my
decision.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree Mildly
Neutral Mildly Agree Strongly
Disagree
Agree
Agree







   







   







   







   







   

This set of questions lists some actions that people may perform in relation to
counterfeit luxury-branded products. Please indicate the likelihood of you performing
these actions in the near future.

Not At Very
Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very
Definitely
All
Unlikely Unlikely
Likely
Likely Will
Likely
I would recommend
Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Products to a friend or family.
Upon request, I will consider
purchasing Counterfeit
Luxury-Branded Products for
a friend or family.
I will buy Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products.
I will use Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products.
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This question relates to the price of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products compared to
the price of the genuine branded product.
As a percentage of the price of the genuine product, approximately what price do you
expect to pay for a reasonable quality Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Product?

o

1 - 10%

o

11 - 20%

o

21 - 30%

o

31 - 40%

o

41 and Above

Also as a percentage of the price of the genuine product, what is the maximum price that
you would be willing to pay for a reasonable quality Counterfeit Luxury-Branded
Product?

o

1 - 10%

o

11 - 20%

o

21 - 30%

o

31 - 40%

o

41 and Above
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Section 4
Last section! These questions gather some background information about you that will
help us to understand your answers to the previous questions.
1. Please indicate your age in years. _______
2. Please indicate your gender.

o
o

Male
Female

3. Please indicate whether you are an Australian or International student. If you are an
international student, please tell us which country you are from.

o
o

Australian student
International student, from _______

4. Please indicate your occupation.

o
o
o

Full time student
Part time student
Full time work

5. Please indicate your income level per week (Australian dollar).

o
o
o
o
o

None.
Under $100
$100 - $300
$301 - $500
Above $500

6. Do you own any Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Product?

o
o
o

Yes
No (please, skip to end)
Prefer not to say (please, skip to end)

7. Please indicate the type of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Product(s) that you own?
Please select as many as are applicable.

o
o
o
o

Handbag
Watch
Glasses
Shoes
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o
o
o

Clothes
Jewellery
Others

Please specify _________________

8. How did you get the Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Product(s)?

o
o

Purchased on my own
Received from others as a gift

Thank you for responding to this survey.
Please place your questionnaire in the collection box at the front of the room.
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APPENDIX C: MEASUREMENT ITEMS
Subjective Norm (Sources: Bearden et al., 1989; Penz and Stöttinger, 2005):
1) I rarely purchase the latest fashion styles until I am sure my friend approve of
them.
2) It is important that others like the products and brands I buy.
3) When buying products, I generally purchase those brands that I think others will
approve of.
4) If other people can see me using a product, I often purchase the brand they
expect me to buy.
5) I like to know what brands and products make good impressions on others.
6) I achieve a sense of belonging by purchasing the same products and brands that
others purchase.
7) If I want to be like someone, I often try to buy the same brands that they buy.
8) I often identify with other people by purchasing the same products and brands
they purchase.

Price Consciousness (Sources: Ang et al., 2001; Lichtenstein et al., 1990):
1) I am very concerned about low prices, but I am equally concerned about product
quality.
2) When grocery shopping, I compare the prices of different brands to be sure I get
the value for the money.
3) When purchasing a product, I always try to maximize the quality I get for the
money I spend.
4) When I buy products, I like to be sure that I am getting my money’s worth.
5) I generally shop around for lower prices on products, but they still must meet
certain quality requirements before I will buy them.
6) When I shop, I usually compare the “price per unit” information for brands I
normally buy.
7) I always check prices at the grocery store to be sure I get the best value for the
money I spent.

Brand Loyalty (Source: Beatty and Kahle, 1988; Yoo and Donthu, 2001):
1) I consider myself to be highly loyal to my favourite luxury brand.
2) My favourite luxury brand would be my first choice.
3) I would not buy other brands if my favourite luxury brand is available at the
store.
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Perceived Quality (Source: Dodds et al., 1991; Yoo and Donthu, 2001):
1) The likely quality of my favourite luxury brand is extremely high.
2) The likelihood that my favourite luxury brand would be functional is very high.

Brand Awareness/Association (Sources: Keller 1993; Rossiter and Percy, 1987;
Yoo and Donthu, 2001):
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

I can recognize my favourite luxury brand among other competing brands
I am aware of my favourite luxury brand.
Some characteristics of my favourite luxury brand come to my mind quickly.
I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of my favourite luxury brand.
It is easy for me the picture my favourite luxury brand in my mind.

Attitude toward CLBP (Source: Wang et al., 2005):
1) Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products do not infringe intellectual property.
2) Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products do not damage interest and rights of
luxury brand manufacturers.
3) Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products do not damage the luxury brand industry.
4) Without Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products, many people will not be able to
enjoy the prestige brought by luxury brand.
5) The quality of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products is similar to the legal
versions.
6) The functions of Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products are similar to the legal
versions.
7) Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products are as reliable as the legal versions.
8) Purchasing Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products is legal.
9) Purchasing Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products is ethical.
10) There is little chance of being caught when purchasing Counterfeit LuxuryBranded Products.

Perceived Behavioural Control (Sources: Chang, 1998; Kim and Karpova, 2010;
Madden et al., 1992):
1) For me to purchase Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products in the near future
would be very easy.
2) If I want to, I could easily purchase Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products in the
near future.
3) I have complete control over purchasing Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
in the near future.
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4) There are very few events outside my control which could prevent me from
purchasing Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products in the near future is very few.
5) Whether I purchase Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products in the near future will
be entirely my decision.

Consumption of CLBP (Source: Wang et al., 2005):
1) I would recommend Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products to a friend or family.
2) Upon request, I will consider purchasing Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products
for a friend or family.
3) I will buy Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.
4) I will use Counterfeit Luxury-Branded Products.

101

APPENDIX D
Table A1 Pearson Correlation Coefficient for Perceived Quality
Perceived
Quality_1
Perceived
Quality_1
Perceived
Quality_2

1

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 – tailed)
N

243

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 – tailed)
N

0.525**
0.000
243

Perceived
Quality_2
0.525**
0.000
243

Notes: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 – tailed)

Result indicates that the reliability of perceived quality is suitable for this study.
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1
244

